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IN REPLY lLFLfl TO 

United States Department of the Interior 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
CRAIG DISTRICT OFFICE 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, Colorado 81625 

Dear Reader: 

Enclosed for your review is the Proposed Resource Management Plan (Proposed Plan) and Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Little Snake Resource Area. The Proposed Plan and 
Final EIS is a refinement of the Preferred Alternative contained in the Draft EIS, consisting of 
public comment analysis and rewording and correcting for clarification. The Proposed Plan 
emphasizes not only the protection of fragile and unique resources but also the production and 
development of renewable and nonrenewable resources on public land administered by the Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM), i.e., surface lands and subsurface federal mineral estate; management 
does not apply to other uses unrelated to public land. 

This Proposed Plan and Final EIS contains a summary of proposed management actions considered 
for each alternative in the Draft Resource Management Plan (RMP) and EIS and a summary of 
impacts by alternative. In addition, parts of Chapter 5, a record of public comment on the 
Draft RMP and EIS and the BLM's responses to those comments and changes to the Draft RMP and 
EIS resulting from public review and comnent are also contained in this document. The changes 
identified in the public review process did not require major revision of the Draft EIS. 
Therefore, the Draft RMP and EIS, which was distributed to the public in early February 1986, 
and this document together constitute the complete Final EIS. A limited number of copies of the 
Draft EIS are available at the above address. 

With the exception of the recommendations for West Cold Spring, Diamond Breaks, Cross Mountain, 
Ant Hills, Chew Winter Camp, Peterson Draw, and Vale of Tears wilderness study areas (WSAs), the 
Proposed Plan may be protested (the final wilderness recommendations for all WSAs except Tepee 
Draw will be made by the BLM through the Secretary of the Interior to the President and cm to 
Congress for legislation that would formally designate them as wilderness or release them for 
uses other than wilderness). Protests should be sent to the Director (760), BLM, Premier 
Building, Room 906, 1725 I Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20240, within 30 days of the date of 
publication of the Notice of Availability by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in the 
Federal Register. Protests shoulo include the following information: 

- The name, mailing address, telephone number, and interest of the person filing the protest; 
- A statement of the issue or issues being protested; 
- A statement of the part or parts being protested; 
- A copy of all documents addressing the issue or issues that were submitted during the 

planning process by the protesting party or an indication of the date the issue or issues 
were discussed for public records; and 

- A short concise statement explaining why the proposed decision is wrong. 

After the 30-day protest period and Governor's Consistency Review, the BLM Colorado State 
Director will approve the plan, excluding any portion under protest. A record of decision, 
outlining the Resource Management Plan for the Little Snake Resource Area, will then be 
published. 

We would like to thank the agencies, organizations, and individuals whose comments and 
suggestions have helped us to prepare a plan that will lead to more effective management of 
public lands. Your interest is appreciated. 

District Manager 
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State Director, Colorado 

Type of Action: Administrative (X) legislative ( ) 

Abstract: The Draft Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), which is incorporated into this Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS by reference, addresses future management options for approximately 1.3 million surface acres of public land and 
2.4 million acres of federal subsurface mineral estate administered by the Bureau of Land Management in the little Snake Resource Area 
within Moffat, Rio Blanco, and Routt counties, Colorado. The alternatives, designed to provide a variation from resource protection to 
resource production contained in the Draft AMP and EIS, include: (1) Current Management Alternative, (2) Energy and Minerals Alternative, 
(3) Commodity Production Alternative, (4) Renewable Resource Alternative, (5) Natural Environment Alternative, and (6) Preferred Alternative. 
A discussion of the environmental, economic, and social consequences of implementing each of these alternatives is also included in the 
Draft RMP and EIS. 

The Proposed Plan and Final EIS were developed, in part, from comments received from the public on the Draft RMP and EIS. The Proposed 
Plan is a refinement of the Preferred Alternative contained in the Draft RMP and EIS. When the Proposed Plan is completed, it will 
provide a comprehensive framework for managing and allocating public land uses and resources during the next 20 years. The Proposed 
Plan and Final EIS will also provide the basis for wilderness recommendations by the Secretary of the Interior regarding final designation 
by Congress (these recommendations will be incorporated into a wilderness study report and attendant final wilderness EIS). The Draft 
RMP and EIS should be used in conjunction with this document, which also contains modifications and corrections to the draft and comments 
received during the public review process. 

For Further Information Contact: Duane Johnson, Program Manager, BLM, Craig District Off ice, 455 Emerson, Craig, Colorado; 
Telephone (303) 824-8261. 

Protests must be received within 30 days of the date of publication of the Notice of Availability by the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency in the Federal Register. 
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United States Department of the Interior 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
COLORADO STATE OFFICE 

2850 YOUNGFIELD STREET 

LAKEWOOD, COLORADO 80215 

Dear Recipients of the Final Little Snake Resource Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement: 

Our staff has discovered that during development of the Final Little Snake 
Resource ,Management Plan (RMP) and.Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for 
lands managed by the Bureau of Land Management in Colorado portions of the 
document were inadvertently omitted. The omissions include portions of the 
Coal Priority-Use Area and Other Mineral Priority-Use Area descriptions, 
all of the Oil and Gas Priority-Use Areas description, and the section 
entitled Text Changes. 

Please (1) insert the enclosed errata page for priority-use descriptions in 
the final RMP/EIS in the second column on page I-20 between the paragraphs 
entitled "Forest Lands and Woodlands" and "Recreation", (2) replace page 
IV-12 of the final FNPIEIS with the enclosed errata page N-12, which is 
to be (3) followed by errata pages IV-13 and IV-14, also enclosed. 

We have requested that the Environmental Protection Agency publish notice in 
the Federal Register noting these omissions and extending the period for 
comments due on the final RMP/EIS to November 24, 1986. We regret these 
omissions and trust they have not caused any inconvenience. 

iN REKV ?lEFER TO. 

co-934 
1614 

Neil F. Merck 
State Director 

Enclosures 



ERRATA, Final Little Snake RMP/EIS (Insert on page I-20,2nd col., between last full and partial paragraph) 

Recreation. Lands would remain open to 
dispersed recreation until it conflicted with coal 
development. Limited development of recreation 
sites could be allowed in areas proposed for 
underground mining. 

Real9 Actions. Realty actions such a.~ rights-of- 
way, leases, permits, and land adjustments would 
be allowed, as long as they did not interfere with 
coal development. 

Oil and Gas Priority-Use Areas 

Compatible Uses 

Uses that could occur on these lands are: 

CoaL Lands would remain open to federal coal 
leasing within the coal planning area. Concurrent 
development of oil/gas and coal resources that 
did not result in a significant loss of oil and gas 
production or a significant loss of federal coal 
would be encouraged. Any conflicts arising from 
concurrent oil and gas and coal development 
would be settled by the operators. 

Other Mineralr. Federal lands would remain 
open to exploration and development of other 
leasable minerals and to location of mining claims. 
Development of other federal leasable minerals 
and federal material sales would be allowed, 
provided they did not conflict with the develop- 
ment of oil and gas. 

Livestock Grazing. Lands would remain open 
to livestock grazing. New projects or improve- 
ments could be implemented on BLM surface, 
provided they did not conflict with oil and gas 
development. Stipulations may be used to 
maintain existing range improvements and to 
direct reclamation efforts. 

Wildlife. Intensive or limited levels of manage- 
ment could be implemented, provided practices 
and improvements did not conflict with oil and 
gas development. Stipulations may be used to 
direct reclamation efforts and protect wildlife 
habitat. 

Wild Horses. Lands would remain open to wild 
horse use, but limits could be placed on types 
of projects or improvements developed for wild 
horses so as not to conflict with oil and gas 
development. 

Forest Lands and Woodlands. Lands would 
remain open to harvesting of forest and woodland 
products on BLM surface until it conflicted with 
oil and gas development. Disposal of timber 
products that are impacted by oil and gas surface 
disturbances would be stipulated in leases and 
development plans. 

Recreation Developed recreation sites could be 
established, provided they were designed so as 
not to conflict with the development of oil and 
gas. Lands would remain open to dispersed 
recreation. 

Realty Actions. Realty actions such as rights-of- 
way, leases, permits, and land adjustments would 
be allowed, as long as they did not interfere with 
oil and gas development. 

Other Mineral Priority-Use Areas 

Priority areas for other minerals include areas with mining 
claims and localities having potential for sand and gravel 
sales and development potential for leasable minerals other 
than coal, oil and gas, and geothermal resources. 

Compatible Uses 

Uses that could occur on these lands are: 

CoaL Coal development could occur within the 
coal planning area, provided it did not conflict 
with other mineral development. 

Oil and Gas. Lands would remain open for oil 
and gas leasing and development, provided it did 
not.conflict with other mineral development. 

Livestock Grazing. Lands would remain open 
to livestock grazing. New projects or improve- 
ments could be implemented on BLM surface, 
provided they did not conflict with other mineral 
development. Stipulations may be used to 
maintain existing range improvements and to 
direct reclamation efforts. 

Wildlif Intensive or limited levels of manage- 
ment could be implemented, provided practices 
and improvements did not conflict with mineral 
developments. Stipulations may be used to protect 
wildlife habitat and direct reclamation. 

Wild Horses. Lands would remain open to wild- 
horse use, but limits could be placed on types 
of projects or improvements developed for wild 
horses so as not to conflict with mineral 
developments. 

Forest Lantis and Woodlands. Lands would 
remain open to harvesting of forest and woodland 
products until it conflicted with mineral devel- 
opment. When mining occurs, proper disposal of 
timber products would be required. 



ERRATA - Final Little Snake RMP/EIS, (Replace page IV-12 with this page) 

TEXT CHANGES 

quality of water in surface or underground water systems 
that supply alluvial valley floors, will be deferred with 
development of specific mine plans or as more data becomes 
available 

Page A2-23 

First column, last paragraph, second sentence. This 
sentence should read: Unsuitability determinations on these 
areas will be deferred until development of mine plans or 
as more data becomes available. 

Appendix 4 

A number of factors would be considered in this 
ranking process which would ensure that limited 
range improvement money would be spent on 
those projects and allotments that could yield the 
greatest benefits for dollars invested. 

Major considerations for investment would 
include allotment categorization (generally I 
category would be those higher priority allot- 
ments), riparian areas, permittee’s willingness to 
contribute, benefit/cost analysis results, and other 
significant resource conflicts. Rankings would be 
made annually to accommodate changing 
situations. 

Page A4-1 

Second column, last paragraph, second sentence, change 
“108” to “256.” 

Second column, second paragraph, last sentence. Add the 
word “existing” before the word preference and add the 
word “additional” before the word data. 

Appendix 9 

Page A9-1 

Appendix 7 

Page A7-1 

First column, first paragraph, add the following text. 

Soils at this level often include large areas that, 
because of steepness of slope, undeveloped profiles, 
or rocky outcrops, are mapped at the great group 
level rather than at more specific soil series. In 
these situation,‘there is no range site correlated. 
Appendix 5 lists these areas as landforms and 
PIppendix 6 lists them as “no seral stage.” 

First column, third paragraph. Change “1984” to “1983.” 

First column, list number 2 under the heading Improve 
(I). Change text to read: Significant unresolved conflicts 
or controversy may exist between livestock interests and 
other resources such as riparian areas, critical big game 
habitat, fragile soil areas, etc. 

First column, second paragraph, last line. Add the 
following text: Intensive management practices would be 
developed for all I category allotments to improve existing 
resource conditons. M. allotments would be maintained 
under present management practices. Less intensive 
management practices would be developed for C allotments 
to prevent deterioration of current resource conditions and 
potential for improved productivity is limited. The order 
of priority for these systems and their associated projects 
will be provided in the periodic range program summary 
(RPS). 

First column, list number 2 under heading Preference 
Number. Delete the words “or additional cross fences.” List 
number 3, add the following to the end of the sentence: 
“ . . . . or other management practices.” 

Second column, list number IO. Change text to 
read: Consolidate this allotment with the following adjacent 
allotment: 

List number 5 under the heading Improve (I). Change 
text to read: The allotment is currently in unsatisfactory 
livestock forage condition and is not near its potential 
livestock forage production. 

Second column, add the following text as list number 
4: 

a. 4218 Yellow Cat 
b. 4521 Greasewood 

Second column, list number 1 under heading Reference 
Number. Change text to read: This allotment has some areas 
that are not properly utilized, because of uneven livestock 
distribution. 

Once final categorization has been completed on 
the allotments, they will be ranked for range 
improvement expenditures. This ranking will be 
published in the rangeland program summary 
(RPS) as a supplement to the Record of Decision. 

Page A9-2 
. 

First column, list number 3. Change sublist c. to Canyon 
Creek, and change sublist d. to Shell Creek. Add the 
following: 

IV-12 



ERRATA - Fial Little Snake RMP/EIS, (Insert following page IV-12) 

h. Morgan Creek 
i. West Timberlake Creek 
j. Beaver Creek 

Second column, list number 10. Change text to read: This 
allotment could be more efficiently managed as an additional 
pasture of an adjacent allotment held by the same livestock 
operator. 

Second column, List number 11. Change the text to 
read: Periodic influx of large concentrations of wildlife 
compete for forage and space with livestock operations. 

Appendix 11 

Page All-l 

First column, first paragraph, end of first sentence. Add 
the following text: 

These proposed projects primarily indicate the 
expected need for or potential for development 
within these allotments. As resource conditions 
change, or as more information becomes available, 
some of these projects may no longer be necessary 
or may not be economically feasible to develop 
as proposed. Also, new projects may be proposed 
to accommodate intensive management systems. 
As these systems have not been developed yet, 
it is not known at this time what projects may 
be needed to fully implement these grazing 
systems. 

As for all range improvement projects, an 
environmental analysis will be prepared to address 
the site-specific impacts of each project. 

First column, first paragraph, second sentence. 
Delete the words “initial short-term.” 

Page A17-2 

First column, first paragraph under Surface and 
Groundwater Management Actions heading. Delete “under 
the Renewable Resource and Natural Environment 
alternatives.” 

Page A22-2. 

Second column, first complete paragraph first sentence. 
Delete this sentence. 

TEXT CHANGES 

Appendix 24 

Page A24-1 

Second column. Add the following legals to All 
Alternatives except the Current Management Alternative. 

T. 4 N., R. 86 W., Sec. 24: Wl/2 SEl/4 SWl/ 
4,20 acres 
T. 6 N., R. 95 W., Sec. 5: lot 8, (10 acres within) 

Glossary 

Page G-l 

After AUM, insert Bankhead Jones Act of 1937. 

This act was designed as a relief measure for 
farmers as a result of the severe drought during 
the 1930s. Title III of the act enabled the federal 
government, through the Department of Agricul- 
ture, to purchase patented homesteads. Jurisdic- 
tion of the acquired lands was transferred to the 
Department of Interior by Executive Order 10046 
of March 25, 1949, for administration under the 
Taylor Grazing Act. The status of mineral estate 
on those lands is complex because of differing 
methods of disposal and aquisition. 

Page G-2 

Insert after Conglomerate: 

Critical Habitat. Habitat that is essential to the 
maintenance of a given species or population, 
which, if lost or modified, would adversely affect 
that species or population. 

Page G-3 

Insert after Ecological Seral Stage: 
Edge Effect. The influence of one adjoining plant 
community on the margin of another affecting 
composition and density of the population. 

Page G-4 

Placer. Text should be changed to read: A glacial or 
alluvial deposit of sand or gravel containing eroded particles 
of valuable minerals. Such a deposit is washed to extract 
its mineral content. In the L!. S. mining law, mineral deposits, 
not veins in place, are treated as placers, so far as locating, 
holding, and patenting are concerned. Various minerals 
besides metallic ores have been held to fall under this 

IV-13 
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ERRATA - Final Little Snake RMP/EIS, (Insert following page IV-13) 

TEXT CHANGES 

provision; however, some minerals were removed from the 
operation of the general mining laws by the Mineral Leasing 
Act of February 25, 1920 (41 State. 4371). 

Add to Livestock Forage Condition: 

Satisfactory - Those acres that are producing 
close to thier potential of livestock forage. 

Unsatisfactory - Those acres that have a potential 
for a significant increase in livestock forage 
through cost effective livestock management. 
Unsatisfactory livestock forage condition does not 
connote !ow seral stage (poor ecological condi- 
tion). Many acres in unsatisfactory livestock forage 
condition are in medium or high seral stage (fair 
or good ecological condition). 

Page G-6 

Insert after unconformity: Unitized those lands within 
a unit area which are committed to an approved agreement 
or plan. 

Page G-5 

Insert after Sand Stone: Satisfactory Livestock Condition. 
See Livestock Forage Condition. 

Page G-6 

Insert after Uncomformity: Unsatisfactory Livestock 
Forage Condition. See Livestock Forage Condition. 

References 

Page R-2 

Add the following references. 

Colorado Department of Health. 1984. Water 
Quality Control Commission. The Basic Standards 
and Methodologies. Denver, CO. 

1983. Water Quality Control Commission. 
Classification and Numeric Standards for South 
Colorado River Basin. Denver, CO. 

Page R-4 

Add the following reference. 

Duncan, A.C.; Ugpand, R.C.; Bennett, J.D.; and 
Wilson, E.A. 1984. Water Resources Data, 
Colorado - Water Year 1984, Vol. 3. U.S. 
Geological Survey Water-Data Report CO-84 
3, State of Colorado. 

Page R-8 

Add the following reference 

Steinheimer, J.T.; Ugpand, R.C.; Burch, H.E.; and 
Wilson, E.A. 1983. Water Resources Data, 
Colorado - Water Year 1983, Vol. 3. U.S. 
Geological Survey Water-Data Report CO-83- 
3, State of Colorado. 

IV-14 
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SUMMARY 

This Final Resource Management Plan and Environmen- 
tal Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) identifies and analyzes 
the future options for managing the public lands in the Little 
Snake Resource Area in northwest Colorado. The resource 
area encompasses an area of 3.2 million acres in the Bureau 
of Land Management’s (BLM) Craig District. Management 
decisions have been proposed for the 2.4 million acres within 
the resource area for which BLM has administrative 
responsibility. 

Issue 4-2. Major Rights-of-Way 

The resource management plan is being prepared using 
the BLM’s planning regulations issued under the authority 
of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976. 

The planning process began in July 1983 with issue 
identification. Public meetings were held in Denver, 
Steamboat Springs, and Craig, Colorado. Written comments 
were also solicited to determine the scope of the document 
and identify the wncerns of the public that should be 
addressed. The issues identified by both the public and BLM 
during this process, which are addressed in the RMP, fall 
into five major issue categories: 

Issue 1. Determination of suitability of certain areas for 
leasing and development- 

Issue l-l. Coal 
Issue 1-2. Oil and Gas Development 
Issue 1-3. Other Mineral Development 

Issue 2. Management of ecological factors, including 
vegetation, to best meet livestock, wildlife, and wild 
horse needs and demand for forest/woodland 
products- 

Issue 2-1. Livestock Grazing 
Issue 2-2. Wildlife Habitat 
Issue 2-3. Threatended/Endangered, Candidate, 
and BLM Colorado Sensitive Plant Species 
Issue 2-4. Wild Horses 
Issue 2-5. Soils 
Issue 2-6. Water Resources 
Issue 2-7. Forest Lands 
Issue 2-8. Woodlands 
Issue 2-9. Fire Management 

Issue 3. Determination of need for special management 
designations- 

Issue 3-l. Wilderness 
Issue 3-2. Natural History 
Issue 3-3. Recreation 
Issue 3-4. Off-Road. Vehicle Designations 
Issue 3-5. Cultural Resources 
Issue 3-6. Paleontological Resources 

Issue 4. Determination of needed realty actions- 

Issue 4-1. Acquisition/Disposal Areas 

Issue 5. Determination of access and transportation 
needs- 

Issue 5-l. Access Acquisition 
Issue 5-2. Boundary Marking 
Issue 5-3. Road Requirements 

Six multiple-use alternatives were developed to respond 
to these issues. Each alternative proposes different solutions 
to these issues and concerns and describes the different 
management options available to BLM for the Little Snake 
Resource Area. Each of the alternatives is a complete, 
reasonable, and implementable plan that provides a 
framework for managing the public lands and allocating 
the resources in the resource area. These alternatives are 
summarized below and are described in detail in Chapter 
2 of the Draft RMP/EIS. A comparative summary of the 
management actions proposed under each alternative is 
included in Table S-l and S-2. 

Initially, five alternatives were analyzed: Current 
Management (No Action) Alternative, Energy and Minerals 
Alternative, Commodity Production Alternative, Renewable 
Resource Alternative, and Natural Environment Alternative. 
The potential impacts to the environment and nearby 
communities of implementing each alternative were 
examined and presented to BLM management. Then, based 
on this analysis, BLM policy and goals, and the respon- 
siveness of each alternative to the issues identified at the 
beginning of the process, a Preferred Alternative was 
described and the environmental consequences of that 
alternative were predicted. A comparative summary of the 
environmental consequences of each alternative is included 
in Table S-3. The impacts anticipated from all of these 
alternatives are described in Chapter 4 and a comparative 
summary of impacts is included in Chapter 2 of the Draft 
RMP/EIS. 

The following description summarizes the key points of 
each alternative. 

CURRENT MANAGEMENT 
ALTERNATIVE 

The Current Management Alternative is the “No Action” 
alternative. It reflects the current management of the Little 
Snake Resource Area and portrays how it would continue 
to be managed under existing management policy and 
practices. Decisions in the various management framework 
plans are reflected to the degree that they are consistent 
with current BLM policy, existing management practice, 

S-l 



etc. A change would be required in the status of the eight 
wilderness study areas (WSAs) in order to comply with 
provisions of the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act, which requires that suitable or nonsuitable recommen- 
dations be made for all WSAs. The Current Management 
Alternative provides a baseline against which to compare 
other alternatives. 

ENERGY AND MINERALS 
ALTERNATIVE 

The Energy and Minerals Alternative would emphasize 
the production and development of energy and other mineral 
resources. Energy resources, minerals of high interest, rights- 
of-way, and other support actions would be favored to help 
meet nationwide needs for energy and minerals. 

The management of threatened and endangered species, 
wild horses, paleontological resources, and rights-of-way 
would continue as described under the Current Management 
Alternative. 

COMMODITY PRODUCTION 
ALTERNATIVE 

The Commodity Production Alternative would emphasize 
both mineral and livestock production from public lands. 

The management of threatened and endangered species, 
paleontological resources, and rights-of-way would continue 
as described under the Current Management Alternative. 

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 
ALTERNATIVE 

The Natural Environment Alternative would emphasize 
the protection and enhancement of the natural environment 
and resources of substantial scientific interest. It would favor 
management and use that do not detract from the natural 
setting. 

The management of threatened and endangered species 
would continue as described under the Current Management 
Alternative. 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

The Preferred Alternative would provide an optimum 
multiple-use mix by balancing conflicts and providing a 
variety of uses. It would provide the necessary constraints 
for protecting renewable resources from irreversible decline, 
while accommodating production of minerals, livestock 
grazing, off-road vehicles, recreation, and other uses. 

The management of threatened and endangered species 
and wild horses would continue as described under the 
Current Management Alternative. 

The Draft RMP/EIS was published January 30, 1986, 
with a public comment period of February 7, 1986, to May 
9, 1986. Public comments received on the draft did not 
require any significant changes in data, analysis, or the 
expected impacts of the alternative plans analyzed. Therefore, 
the entire environmental impact statement has not been 
reprinted. Only brief summaries of the alternatives and 
impacts, those minor changes in data and impact analysis, 
additional coordination and public participation activities, 
the Proposed Plan, public comments, and our responses have 
been included in this Final RMP/EIS. 

RENEWABLE RESOURCE 
ALTERNATIVE 

PROPOSED PLAN 
The Renewable Resource Alternative would emphasize 

the production and management of renewable resources. 
It would maximize the sustained yield of renewable goods 
and services from public lands to meet local, regional, and 
national needs. 

The management of threatened and endangered species, 
wild horses, and paleontological resources would continue 
as described under the Current Management Alternative. 

The proposed plan was developed from: 1)issues raised 
throughout the multiple-use land planning process, 2) 
decision criteria (page l-5 of the Draft RMP/EIS), 3) public 
input received during the 90&y comment period and at 
meetings and workshops on the RMPIEIS, and 4) the 
environmental analyses developed on the six alternatives. 
If the proposed plan is implemented, use of forage and other 
natural resorces will be refined and optimized, energy sources 
will be available, and critical resource values such as wildlife; 
cultural resources; threatened, endangered, and sensitive 
species will be protected. 

s-2 



DIFFERENCES BETWEEN TI&- - 
PROPOSED PLAN AND THE PRE- 
FERRED ALTERNATIVE 

The proposed plan varies from the Preferred Alternative 
in the following ways. The plan: 1) recommends Cross 
Mountain as suitablk for inclusion in the National Wilderness 

Preservation System; 2) recommends four wilderness study 
areas currently being evaluated under Section 202 of the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act-Ant Hills, Chew 
Winter Camp, Peterson Draw, and Vale of Tears-as 
nonsuitable for wilderness designation, but they would be 
forwarded to Congress for final decision; 3) administers Wild 
Mountain as an extensive recreation management area; 4) 
revises the definitions of compatible and excluded uses for 
each Management Priority Area; and 5) recommends two 
areas for disposal that were previously recommended for 
retention. 
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Coal 
Issues 

Oil and Gas 

Other Mineral Development 

TABLE S-l 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS BY ALTERNATIVE 

All Alternatives 

The application of the 

screening procedures would 

be used to identify lands 

acceptable for further 

leasing consideration. 

Public land would be 

available for leasing 

(except WSAs pending 

congressional action, or 

areas identified in the 

Umbrella Environmental 

Assessment for Oil and Gas 

activities). 

Public land would 

generally remain open to 

mineral entry and develop- 

ment. The sale of common 

variety mineral materials 

would continue on a case- 

by-case basis. Geothermal 

energy resources or other 

leasable minerals would be 

leased as the demand 

occurred. 

Current Management Energy and Minerals 

Approximately 172.200 Approximately 638,800 

acres (containing an acres (containing an 
estimated 2.8 billion tons) estimated 5.8 billion 

would be available for tons.1 would be available 

further consideration for for further consideration 

leasing (approximately for leasing (approximately 

131.200 acres for surface/ 465.700 acres for surface/ 
underground; approximately underground; approximately 
41,000 acres for 173,100 acres underground 

underground only). only). 

1.15 million acres would 

be open to leasing with 

standard lease terms; 

685,927 acres would be 

open with seasonal 

restrictions (critical 

wildlife habitat); 16,240 

acres open with no surface 

occupancy (critical 

wildlife habitat); 27,424 

acres would be closed to 

leasing as identified in 

the Little Snake Resource 

Area Umbrella Environ- 

mental Assessment for Oil 

and Gas Activities. 

1.10 million acres would be 

open to leasing with stan- 

dard lease terms; 685,927 

acres would be open with 

seasonal restrictions 

(critical wildlife habi- 

tat); 17,900 acres would 

be open with avoidance 

stipulations (ACECS); 

38.070 acres would be open 

with no surface occupancy 

(critical wildlife 

habftat; RNAs; recrea- 

tional areas); 35,380 

acres would be closed to 

leasing (proposed 

wilderness). 

Same Same, except that 35.380 

acres would be withdrawn 

from mineral entry 

(proposed wilderness) 
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Commodity Production 

Approximately 638,800 acres 

(containing an estimated 

5.8 billion tons) ,would be 

available for further 

consideration for leasing 

(approximately 418,700 

acres for surface/ 

underground; approximately 

220,100 acres for under- 

Jmund only). 

1.08 million acres would 

be open to leasing with 

standard lease terms; 

685,927 acres would be 

open with seasonal 

restrictions (critical 

wildlife habitat) ; 280 

acres would be open with 

avoidance stipulations 

(ACES); 94,970 acres would 

be open with no surface 

occupancy (critical wild- 

life habitat; RNAs; 

recreation areas); 14,081 

acres would be closed to 

leasing (proposed 

wilderness). 

Same, except that 14,081 

acres would be withdrawn 

from mineral entry 

(proposed wilderness). 

Renewable Resource 

Approximately 367,100 acres 

(containing an estimated 

5.2 billion tons) would be 

available for further con- 

sideration for leasing 

(approximately 246,00 acres 

for surface/underground; 

approximately 121,100 acres 

for underground only). 

985,156 acres would be open. 

to leasing with standard 

lease terms; 685,527 acres 

would be open with 

seasonal restrictions 

(critical wildlife 

habitat) ; 6,780 acres 

would be open with 

avoidance stipulations 

(ACECS); 143,656 acres 

would he open 

with no surface occupancy 

(critical wildlife habitat; 

RNAs; recreation areas; 

fragile soils) ; 56,881 

acres would be closed to 

leasing (proposed 

wilderness). 

Natural Environment 

Approximately 344,900 acres 

(containing an estimated 

4.5 billion tons) would be 

available for further 

considerdtion for leasing 

f,approximately 225,300 

acres for surface/under- 

ground; approximately 

119,6GO acres for under- 

ground Only). 

1.00 mrllion acres would be 

open to leasing with 

standard lease terms; 

685,927 acres would be 

open with seasonal restric- 

tions (critical wi Id1 ife 

habitat) ; 6,780 acres would 

be open with avoidance 

stipulations IACECs) ; 

93,775 acres would be open 

with no surface occupancy 

(critical wildlife 

habitat; RNAs; recreation 

areas; fragile soils); 

90,887 acres would be 

closed to leasing 

(proposed wilderness). 

Same, except that 56,881 

acres would be clcsed to 

mineral entry (proposed 

wilderness). 

Same, except that 90,887 

acies would be closed to 

mineral entry (proposed 

wilderness). 

Preferred Alternative 

Approximately 638,800 acres 

(containing an estimated 

5.8 billion tons) would be 

available for further 

consideration for leasing 

(approximately 396,500 

acres for surface/under- 

ground; approximately 

242,300 acres for under- 

qround only). 

1.05 million acres would 

be open to leasing with 

standard lease terms; 

685,927 acres would be open 

with seasonal restrictions 

(critical wildlife hab- 

itat) ; 18,180 acres would 

be cpen with avoidance 

stipulations (ACECs) ; 

35,840 acres would be open 
with performance standards 

(fragile soils); 51,310 

acres would be open with 

no surface occupancy 

(critical wildlife 

habitat ; RMA; recreation 

area) ; 36,240 acres would 

be closed to leasing 

(proposed wilderness). 

Same, except that 39,240 

acres would be closed to 

mineral entry (proposed 

wilderness ano! ACEC). 
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1AELE S-l (Lcrrtinucd) 

SUMMARY CF PROPOSED MANAGLMENi ACTIONS- 6Y ALTERNATIVE 

ISSLeS 
Livestock Grazing 

--. 
All Alternatives _- 

All allotments would he 

assigned to one of three 

management categories. 
Appropriate livestock use 

levels wculd be based on a 

ccmbinatim of lmonitcring 

data and baseline 

inventory data. Grazing 

Preference would remain 
actilre in all allctments 

until reliable data were 

available. 

Wildlife Habitat 
--. 

Lmpsts to wildlife 

lhabitat would be mitigated; 

monitoring studies would 

be initiated; habitat 

management plans would he 

implemented; threatened, 

erldangered, and sensitive 

species habitat kculd be 

protected; and seasonal 

restrictions wculd he 

impcsed to development 

activities within certain 
areas. 

Threatened/Endangered, 

Candidate, and Colorado 

BLM Sensitive Plants 

Wild Horses 

--- 
No-surface-occupancy 

stipulations to protect 

identified tnreatenea, 

endangered, and candidate 

species anu avoidance stip- 

ulations to protect idcnti- 

fied sensitive plants 

would be imposed; plant 

inventories would be 

conducted. --_- 
Wild Horses would be 

limited to the Sand Wash 

Basin; annual counts and 

vegetation monitoring 

would be conductea. 

--~----- _. 
Current fManagement --___ 

Use of full preference 

(lbb,H% AUHs) uonld be 

authorized and present 

management on all 

allotments (l,i50,54U 

acres), existing AMPS 

(5~,32b acres), and 

implementation cf range 

imprcvements ;rcLld 

continue. 

HdLitdt wculd be provided 

on BLM lands to support 

approximately b3,40U mule 

deer, o,/OD elk, 6,3UO 

pronghcrn and 7L, bighorn 

sheep contributing to total 

resource area pcqulaticns 

of lUb.750 deer, il.500 

eik, b,4& pronghorn, and 

7U bighorn sheep on an 

drea-wiae t:dsis. 

Encrxand Minerals ----- 
Use uf 151,X% AUEis would 

be authorized; present 

management cn 170,500 

acres (242 allotments) 

woold continue; land 

trcatner,ts on 111 

dll otmcnts would increase 

dvdilable forage by 11,3OU 

AUMs; j55 pqects would 

be aevelcped in 86 

allctments, and management 

systems would be developed 

fcr dll dllotments. -_- -- 
Habitat would be provided 

on ELM lands to support 

53,SbU mule deer, 5,500 

elk, 5.300 pronghorh, and 

7U 5ighorn sheep 

cor,tributing to total 

resource drea pcpulations 

of populations of B5,$OO 

mule deer, 18,3Ou elk, 

7,lCO pronghorn, and 70 

bighorn sheep area-wide; 

livestcckjtig game winter 
a!111 spring range use areas 

wculd be monitored. 

-.-----_--- -------__-_ 
tic areas would be 

designated to protect 

scnsitivc plants. 

Designatiul cf Ink Spring 

RNA and iross Mountain 

Lanyon, lrisn Canyon, and 

Lookout Mountain ACELS 

wculd be suppcrted to 

protect Colorado D;ll 

sensitive plants (lS,3B(80 

acres). 

_--_--_--- ----_ ---- 
The herd would be Same as Current Management. 

monitored at 160 horses. 
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Commodity Production 

Use of 193,678 AUMs would 

be authorized; present 

management on 122,800 

acres (200 allotments) 

would continue; land treat- 

ments on 1'19 allotments 

would increase available 

forage by 16.300 AUMs; 

projects would be devel- 

oped on 87 allotments; and 

management systems would 

be developed for all 

allotments. 

Habitat would be provided 

on BLM lands to support 

49,620 mule deer, 5,000 

elk, 4,900 pronghorn, and 

70 bighorn sheep 

contributing to total 

resource area populations 

of 82,700 mule deer, 

16,800 elk, 6,600 

pronghorn, and 70 bighorn 

sheep. 

Designation of Ink Springs 

and Lfmestone Ridge RNAs, 

and Cross Mountain Canyon 

and Hells Canyon ACECs 

*would be supported to 

protect sensitive plants 

(3,110 acres). 

The herd would be reduced 

to 65 horses. 

Renewable Resource 

Use of 157,328 AUMs would 

be authorized; present man- 

agement on 209,674 acres 

(252 allotments) would 

continue; land treatments 

on 100 allotments would 

increase available forage 

by 10,249 AUMs; and 

management systems would 

be developed for all 

allotments. 

Habitat would be managed 

on BLM lands to support 

maximumn big game popula- 

tion levels of 73,000 mule 

deer, 7,400 elk, 6,300 

pronghorn, and 70 bighorn 

sheep contributing to 

total resource area 

populations of 121,600 

mule deer, 24,700 elk, 

8,350 pronghorn, and 70 

bighorn sheep ; habitat 

would be provided to 

support 15% increase in 

numbers by the year 2000; 

livestock would be removed 

from livestock/wildlife 

conflict areas; and 

management would be 

intensified in riparian 

areas would be intensified. 

Designation of Horse Draw, 

Ink Springs, Limestone 

Ridge RNAs and Lookout 

Mountain, Cross Mountain, 

Hells Canyon, and Irish 

Canyon PCECs would be 

supported to protect 

sensitive plants (21,700 

acres). 

Natural Environment 

Use of 124,487 AUMs would 

be authorized; present 

management would continue 

on 298,042 acres (286 

allotments) ; preference 

would be adjusted on 95 

allotments (916,007 acres) 

to provide for other 

demands; grazing would be 

restricted on 41,841 acres; 

grazing would be eliminated 

on 42,110 acres; and there 

would be no new projects. 

All habitat would b,e 

managed for natural 

values; wildlife would be 

favored over livestock; 

habitat would be provided 

on BLM lands to support 

66,400 mule deer, 6,500 

elk, 6,300 pronghorn, and 

70 bighorn sheep contri- 

buting to total resource 

area populations of 
110,600 mule deer, 21,700 

elk, 8,350 pronghorn (CDOW 

1988 objectives), and 70 

big-horn sheep area-wide; 

and riparianlaquatic 

activity plans would 

be developed. 

Designation of G-Gap, Horse 

Draw, Ink Springs, and 

Limestone.Ridge RNAs and 

Cross Mountain Canyon, 

Hells Canyon, Irish Canyon 

and Lookout Mountain ACECs 

would be supported to 

protect sensitive plants 

121,975 acres). 

Same as Current Management. The herd would be increased 

to 470 horses and new 

reservoirs and wells would 

be developed to provide 

water. 

Preferred Alternative 

Anticipated grazing level 

of 148,821 AUMs would be 

allowed; present manage- 

ment would continue on 

257,077 acres (278 allot- 

ments); land treatments on 

68 allotments.would 

increase available forage 

by 9,521 AUMs; projects 

would be developed on 69 

allotments; and management 

svstems would be develcped 

for all allotments. 

Habitat would be provided 

on BLM to support 61,000 

mule deer, 5,700 elk, 

5,600 pronghorn, and 70 

bighorn sheep contributing 

to total resource area 

populations of 102,000 

mule deer, 18,400 elk, 

7.500 pronghorn and 70 

bighorn sheep area-wide; 

livestock/wildlife 

conflicts would be 

resolved on a case-by-case 

basis; and conflict areas 

and critical habitats 

would be monitored. 

Designation of Limestone 

Ridge RNA, and Cross 

Mountain Canyqn, Irish 

Canyon,' and Lookout 

Mountain ACECs would be 

supported to protect 

sensitive plants (22.530 

acres). 

Same as Current Management. 
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TABLE S-l (Continued) 

SlJEblARY OF PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIaJS BY ALTEMATIYE 

Issues Al.1 Alternatives Current Management 

Soil and.Watei- Resources. Special stipulations would Salinity control projects 

be applied to surface- would be implemented 

disturbing activities on a where deemed beneficial. 

case-by-case basis; plans 

would be developed for 

stabilizing,known areas of 

high erosion; precipi- 

tation, sediment, and 

salinity stations would be 

monitored; water quality 

and quantity inventory 

would be completed; 
quantification of reserved 

water rights would be 

completed; appropriative 

water rights would be 

sought; soil surveys would 

be conducted in timber 

harvest areas; and 

watershed activity plans 

I would be developed. 

Forest.Lands and Woodlands Easements for future sales- 7,000 acres of commercial 
- 

would be acquired; non- forest land and 40,900 

stocked and poorly stocked acres of productive- 

stands would be regener- operable woodland would be 

ated; public harvest areas intensively managed. 

would be opened. 

Energy and Minerals 

Groundwater,inventory .', 
would be initiated; 

on-site studies would be 

performed in coal mine 

areas; impacts of 

development activities 

would be monitored; 

seasonal road closures 

would be imposed; and 

salinity control proje!:t 

would be implemented. 

6,180 acres of commercial, 

forest land and 38,020 

acres of productive- 

operable woodland.would be 

intensively.managed. 

Forest management plans 

for Diamond Peak/Middle 

Mountain. and Douglas 

Mountain would continue. 

A woodland management plan 

would be developed for the 

area. 

Fire Management. None Suppression in certain k fire management plan ,. 

natural burn areas (WSAs) would be developed for 

would be limited; the full/limited suppression 

remainder of the Resource and prescribed burns. 

Area would,be managed as a 

suppression zone: and 

prescribed burns would be 

on a case-by-case basis. 
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Commodity Production 

Same as Energy and 

Mi nerd1 s. 

Renewable Resources 

Same as Energy and 

Minerals, plus watershed 

condition would be 

analyzed; no-surface- 

occupancy would be stipu- 

lated in badlands and 

highly erodible areas. 

6.480 acres of commercial 

forest land and 38,550 

acres of productive- 

operable woodland would bc 

intensively managed. 

Forest management plans 

would be revised; an 

intensive woodland 

inventory would be 

conducted; and a woodland 

management plan would be 

developed. 

Same as Energy and Minerals 

Natural Environment 

Same as Renewable 

Resource, plus aquisition 

of nonpublic lands which 

produce high sediment or 

salinity would be provided 

in watersheds where the 

najority of the land is 

public. 

Same as Commodity 5,280 acres of commercial 
Production. forest land and 36,100 

acres of productive- 

operable woodland would be 

intensively managed; 

forest management plans 

would be revised; inten- 

sive forest/woodland 

management in special 

management areas would be 

restricted; intensive 

management practices would 

be utilized in forestry 

management priority areas 

only. 
Same as Energy and Minerals Same as Energy and Minerals 

Preferred Alternative 

Same as Energy and 

hlinerals, plus oil/gas 

lease parcels in fragile 

soil and water areas would 

be reviewed on a case-by- 

case basis; special 

performance standards 

would be imposed; no 

surface occupancy would be 

allowed directly adjacent 

to perennial waters. 

6,330 acres of commercial 

forest land and 37,600 

acres of productive- 

operable woodland would be 

intensively managed; 

existing forest management 

plans would continue to 

be implemented. 

Same as Energy-and Minerals 
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TABLE S-l (Continued) 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIOFS BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issues 

Wilderness 

Natural History 

All Alternatives 

All WSAs would be managed 

in compliance with BLM's 

Interim nanagement Policy 

until they are reviewed and 

acted on by Congress or the 

State Director; designated 

wilderness would be managed 

in compliance with BLM's 

Wilderness Management 

Policy and Wilderness Act 

of 1964. 

Avoidance or no-surface- 

occupancy stipulations 

would be imposed, as 

needed, to protect special 

values in areas of critical 

environmental concern or 

research natural areas. 

Recreation Recreational information 

would be provided to the 

public; a sign plan would 

be implemented; public 

access for recreational 

use would be acquired; and 

visual resources would he 

evaluated as a part of 

activity and project 

planning. 

Current Management Energy and Minerals 

All WSAs would he Diamond Breaks WSA (35,380 

recommended as nonsuitable acres) would be recommended 

for designation. as suitable for designa- 

tion; the other 7 WSAs 

wo1~1d be recommended as 

nonsuitable for 

designation. 

No special management areas Irish Canyon, Lookout 

would he designated. Mountain, and Cross 

Mountain Canyon ACECs 

l19.100 acres), and Ink 

Springs, Vermillion Creek, 

Vermillion Bluffs, and 

Calico Draw RNAs (1,710 

acres.1 would be designated. 

Cedar Mountain recreation Cross Mountain (12,700 

management area (880 acres) acres) would he 

would be developed; Willow administered as a special 

Creek would be managed as recreation management area; 

a recreational area. Vale of Tears area (7,420 

acres.1 would be managed to 
maintain semiprimitive 

nonmotorized settings and 

opportunities. 

Off-Road Vehicle 

Designations. 

-- - 
Off-road vehicle 1,131,llO acres would be 982,490 acres would be 

opportunities would designated open, 168,000 designated open, 262,000 

continue within the acres limited (to existing acres limited (existing/ 

Resource Area; use in roads), and 890 acres designated roads and 
certain areas would he closed. trails, permitted uses), 

restricted to provide for and 55,510 acres closed. 

public safety, protect 

resource values or 

minimize conflicts. 
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Commodity Production 

Cross Mountain WSA (14,081 

acres) would be recommended 

as suitable for designa- 

tion; the other 7 WSAs 

would be recommended as 

nonsuitable for 

designation. 

Hells Canyon and Cross 

Mountain Canyon ACECs 

(1,480 acres), and 

Limestone Ridge, Ink 

Springs and Ace in the Hole 

RNAs 11,890 acres) would be 

designated. 

Little Yampa/Juniper Canyon 

(21,000 acres) and Irish 

Canyon (25,000 acres) would 

be administered as special 

recreation management 

areas; the Diamond Breaks 

area 131,480 acres) would 

be managed to maintain 

primitive and semiprimi- 

tive-nonmotorized settings 

and opportunities. 

1,174.269 acres would be 

designated open, 78,280 

acres limited (existing/ 

designated roads and 

trails, permitted uses), 

and 47,451 acres closed. 

Renewable Resource 

All of the Diamond Breaks 

135,380 acres), Cross 

Mountain (14,081 acres), 

and Vale of Tears 17,420 

acres) WSAs would be 

recommended as suitable 

for designation; the other 

5 WSAs would be recommended 

as nonsuitable for 

designation. 

Irish Canyon, Hells Canyon, 

Lookout Mountain, and Cross 

Mountain ACECs (19,380 

acres), and Limestone 

Ridge, Ink Springs, Horse 

Draw, Vennillion Creek, Ace 

in the Hole, and Vennillion 

Bluffs RNAs (3,360 acres) 

would be designated. 

Little Yampa Canyon (21,000 

acres), Irish Canyon 

(15,000 acres), and Cedar 

Mountain (880 acres) would 

be administered as special 

recreation management 

areas; the Colorado 

portion of the West Cold 

Spring Area (14,482 acres), 

and the Ant Hills (4,354 

acres!, Chew Winter Camp 

(1,320 acres), Peterson 

Draw (5,16C acres), and 

Tepee Draw (5,490 acres) 

areas would he managed to 
maintain existing simi- 

primitive settings and 

opportunities. 

919,793 acres would he 

designated open, 274,16C 

acres limited (existing/ 

designated roads and 

trails, permitted uses), 

and 106,047 acres closed. 

Natural Environment 

All 8 WSAs (90,887 acres) 

would be recommended as 

suitable for designation. 

Preferred Alternative 

Diamond Breaks WSA (36,240) 

acres would be recommended 

as suitable for designa- 

tion; tre other 7 WSAs 

would be recommended as 

nonsuitable for 

designation. 

Irish Canyon, Hells Canyon, 

Lookout Mountain, and Cross 

Mountain Canyon ACECs 

(19,380 acres); Limestone 

Ridge, Ink Springs, horse 

Draw, Venaillion Creek, Ace 

in the Hole, Vennillion 

Bluffs, Calico Draw and 

G-Gap RNAs (4,285 acres) ; 

and Little Yampa Canyon DNA 

(12,000 acres) would be 

desiqnated. 

Irish Canyon 115,000 

acres) and Cedar Mountain 

(880 acres) would be 

administered as special 

recreation management 

areas. * 

835,308 acres would be 

designated open, 343,160 

acres limited (existing/ 

designated roads and 

trails, permitted uses), 

and 122,172 acres closed. 

Irish Canyon, Lookout 

Mountain, and Cross 

Mountain Canyon ACECs 

(21,180 acres), and 

Limestone Ridge RNA (1,350 

acres) would be designated. 

Limited management would 

he provided in Irish Canyon 

ACEC ; Little Yampa/Juniper 

Canyon (19,840 acres) and 

Cross Mountain (13,000 

acres) would be 

administered as special 

recreation management 

areas. Manage Cedar 

!blountain (88C acres) and 

two areas on Cold Spring 

Mountain (27,600 acres) as 

recreation priority areas. 

1,123,b70 acres would be 

designated open, 127,440 

acres limited (existing/ 

designated roads and 

trails, permitted uses), 

and 48,690 acres closed. 
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TAELF S-l (Continued) 

SUMELARY OF PROPOSED WNAGEMENT PCTIONS BY ALTEWIATIVE 

Issues 
Cultural Resources 

Paleontological Resources 

Acquisition/Disposal Areas 

Major Rights-of-Way 

Access, Boundary Marking, 

and Road Requirements 

All Alternatives 

Surface-disturbing activi- 

ties would he reviewed to 

identify and protect 

cultural resources; dll 

identified resources Hould 

be managed colrmensurate 

with their values: if 

criteria hero tmet, sites 

would he nominated to the 

National Register of 

Historic Places; general 

and site specific cultural 

resource msnagemect plans 

would he developed. 

Inventories would be 

conducted on a case-by- 

case basis as surface- 

disturbing activities are 

proposed. 

The Resource Area would he 

divided into general 

retention and disposal 

dress; all forms of land 

tenure adjustment would be 

allowed on certain larrls 

within the disposal area 

and all forms of land 

tenure adjustment, except 

sales, in the retention 

area would be allowed. 

Acquisitions would he 

pursued to meet resource 

management objectives. 

Proposed and existing 

right-of-way corridors 

would be identified as 

suitable or unsuitable for 

designation; communications 

Facilities would be 

restricted to existing 

sites; minor rights-of-way 

would he processed on a 

case-by-case basis. 

None 

Current Management Energy and Minerals 

Sdme Same 

___- 
Same Same 

All forms of land tenure All forms of land tenure 

adjustment would be adjustment would be 

allowed on 1,561 acres allowed on 'the G.640 acres 

within the disposal drea. of public land within the 

disoosal area. 

Applications would be 

processed on a case-by-case 

basis. 

No corridors would be 

designated; 49,790 acres 

would he identified unsuit- 

able for, and 250,915 

acres sensitive to rolrting 

of major rights-of-way. 

The remainder of the 

Resource Area would be 

considered as open. 

Administrative access 

would he obtained for 

timber managerhent and 

public access would be 

obtained for recreation. 

Access would be pursued to 

first and second priority 

areas for recreation, 

followed by first priority 

areas for timber 

manaqement. 
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Commodity Production Renewable Resource Natural Environment Preferred Alternative 

Same Same Same Same 

Same Same Resource would be Same as Natural 

systematically inventoried, Environment. 

classified, designated, and 

monitored. 

Same as ,Energy and 

Minerals. 

Same as Energy and Mineral; Sdme as Energy and hinerals Same as Energy and Minerals 

No corridors would be 

designated; 61;971 acres. 

would be identified 

unsuitable for, and 71,225 

acres sensitive to routing 

of major rights-of-way. ., 

The remainder of the 

Resource Area would be 

considered as open. 

No corridors would be 

designated; 106,241 acres 

would be identified 

unsuitable for, and 

188,329 acres sensitive to 

routing of major rights-of- 

way. The remainder of the 

Resource Area would be 

considered as open. 

Six corridors would be 

designated; 122,992 acres 

would be identified 

unsuitable for, and 

298,780 acres sensitive to 

routing of major 

rights-of-way. 

Same as Energy qnd Minerals Access would be' pursued to 

first priority areas for 

forest management, followed 

by first priority areas for 

recreation. L 

Access would be pursued to 

special management areas, 

followed by first priority 

areas for recreation. 

No corridors would be 

designated; 63,350 acres 

would be identified 

unsuitable for, and 97,465 

acres sensitive to routing 

of major rights-of-way. 

The remainder of the 

Resource Area would be 

considered as open: 

Access would be pursued to 

first priority areas for 

recreation, followed by 

first priority areas for 

forest management and 

special management areas. 
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T&LE S-i 

SljfifiAPY CF PPLPCSEG f~,AKAGEI.FE/T ACT1CE.S 
FCF. PF:CPCSElj PLAh 

Issues - ProposedPlan- 
Approximately 63t;,lDG acres(containinc, an Coal 
e;tiiilateci 5.C billion ton:) woulti be available 
for further consideration for leasing 
(approxim.ately 457,lU dcrt:s for 
surface/underground; approximately lbl,7CC acres 

,Cil ant Gas 

Other I,,ineral 
Gevelopment 
Livestock Grazing 

Giildlife habitat 

ThreateneULndangered, 
Candidate, and Colorado 
6LCl Sensitive Plants 
Wild horses 

underground only). 
1.04 million acres would be open to leasinc: with 
standard lease terms; bb 5,527'acres would be open 
with seasonal restricticns (critical) wildlife 
habitat); le,lOL acres would be open with 
avoicance stipulations (FCLLs.1; 35,b4C acres 
would be open \;ith performance standards (fragile 
soils); 52,775 acres \voulci be open with no 
surface occupancy (critical wilclife habitat; 
PI;R; prcposec ~ilaerness; recreational area); 
3C,24C acres would be closca to leasing (proposed 
wilcerness). 
Same, except that 5L,321 acres itiould be closeo to 
mineral entry (proposed wilderness). 
use of full oreference (166.ES5 Rbfs) \:ould be 
authorized until completion of monitoring 
studies; livestock/hilalife conflicts uoula be 
resolveo on a case-by-case basis; grazing level 
of 14C,,t21 AU,s vb~oulo be baseline for 
mcnitoring. Lana treatments would be implemented 
on 66 allotments; projects would be developea on 
65. allotments; and n.anac,en:ent 
systems would be developco on all allotments. 
liabitat woula be provided on IILK lands tc support 
66,4N mule deer,.6,5CC elk, 6,3W pronghorn;'and 
7i; bighorn sheep contributing to total resource 
area populations of llG,U?ti mule deer, 21,7W 
elk, &,3X pronc,horrl, ano 7C bighorn sheep, until 
completion ot monitoring studies; 
livestock/wildlife conflicts koul~ be resolved on 
a case-by-case basis; and conflict area and 
critical habitats woulu be monitorea. 
Riparian/aquatic activity plans would be 
developea; 3,K1, acres of riparian ana 4U acres 
of wetlanu habitat would be inventoried. 
Liildlife projects would be ir,lplementecl. 
Same as Preferred Alternative. 

SCIriiC as Current Fianagement. 
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TALLE S-2 (ccnt'c) 

SLF:F:AF;Y CF FFCPCSEC C.AhCCE~'EP;l rClIL;hS 
FCF PF.CPCCEL PLAF. 

----_- - 
ISSUeS 

Soil and k'ater Fescl;rces 
l-crest Lands and 

-- --___-- -- 
Sam as Freferred Alternative. 

kccdlands 
tire Kanaseixnt - 
kilderness 

F;atl;ral tiistcry 
F.ecreaticn 

Cff-kcaa Vetiicle 
l3esiGnaticns 

Cultural 'Flescurces 
Palecntclc~ical Kescurces 
Xccxisitinn/Cispcsal 
Areas 

!.!ajcr r:ights-of-\;ay 

Prea wcull te ccnsidered as open. 
Access wouldbe pursue0 to areas for recreation Access, Ecundary t:arkin;, 

and Fcad Fequirerzents and tin:ber management, as tin:e and fundins pemit. 

---- 
,Can,e as Energy -,?--- 

--. 
and Kinerals. 

Diamnd treaks (36,24C acres) ant Cross Kcuntain 
(14;CFl acres) KSAs kculd be reccmended as 
suitable fcr designatior?; the ctker 6 KCAs WCL~L 
be reccmended as ncnsuital-le for designation. 
Same as Preferred Alternative 
Little Yac:pa/Juniper Canyon (lC,e4L acres) woulc 
Le adrxinistered as a special recreation 
r;;anagenlent area. hild fountaip (21,WC acres), 

'Cedar Kcuntain (I& acres), and tt+c areas on Cold 
SprinS Kcuritain (L'7,tLC acres) woula be r?anaged as 
recreationpriority areas. 
C,9&,CCC acres woulc' tie cesicnatK*s, 25L,SCG 
acres liritea (existinc/desiSnated roads and 
trails, perrj.itted uses), ar,c b1,6EC acres closed. 
Same 
GIG as lsatural Envircncient. 
All fcms of land ten"> dd.justrent hculc be 
allowed on the C.670 acres bf Dublic land within 
the disposal area. 
fm corridors would be desicnatel; 63,55C acres 
wcblc! be identifieo unsl;itable for, ant! 97,465 
acres sensitive to rolrtinc of major 
rights-of-bdy. The relrainder of the Kescurce 

s-15 



TAKE S-3 

SUMMARY Of IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE 

Resource 

Element 

Air Quality 

Topography 

Coal 

Oil and Gas 

Other Minerals 

Vegetation 

Climax 

high 

Medium 

Low 

Current 

Management 

No significant impacts 

No significant impacts 

Sufficient coal would be 

available to meet demand. 

Lowest acreage available 

for consideration for 

leasing (172,GOO acre;: 

131,200 surface & under- 

ground, 41,000 underground 

only). Potential hypass 

situations. 

1.15 million acres would 

be open to leasing with 

standard lease terms j 

special stipulations would 

apply on 7Ci,167 acres; no 

new leasing would be 

allowed on 27,474 acres. 

110 significant impact 

Expected long-term chanlgcs 

in ecological seral stages. 

- 15 

- 5: 

+ 3: 
+ 3 .l. 

Threatened/Endangered, 

Candidate and Sensitive 

Plants 

No impacts to threatened 

or endangered plants; 

possible impacts to 

candidate and sensitive 

plants or habitat in areas 

where avoidance would be 

impossible. 

Energy and 

Minerals 

No significant impacts 

No significant impacts 

Sufficient coal would be 

available to meet demand. 

Largest acreage available 

for cons'idcration for 

leasing 1638,758 acres: 

465,689 surface R under- 

ground, 173,069 

underground only). 

Commodity 

Production 

No siqnificant iinpacts 

No significant impacts 

Sufficient coal would be 

available to meet demand. 

Largest acreage available 

for considerdtion for 

leasing (638,753 acres: 

416,669 surface F, under- 

ground, 220,089 

underground only). 

1.10 million acres would 

be open to leasing with 

stdldard Tease terms; 

special stipulations would 

apply on 741,897 dcres; no 

new leasing would be 

allowed on 35,3gC acres. 

1.08 million acres would 

be open to leasing with 

standard lease terms; 

special stipulations would 

apply on 781,177 acres; no 

new leasing would be 

allowed on 14,081 acres. 

Minor impacts; low level 

of restrictions in 

general ; closure to 

operation of mining lags 

(35,380 acres). 

Expected. long-term changes 

in ecological seral stages. 

+ 1': 

+ 3:’ 
- 6: 
+ 2% 

Same impacts ds Current 

Kandgement, except 

ddditional protection to 

sensitive plants provided 

by designation of 3 PCECs 

and 3 RNAs (19,380 acres). 

Minor impacts j low level 

of restrictions in 

general; closure to 

operation of mining laws 

(14,081 acres). 

- 
Expected long-.temr changes 

in ecological'sera stages. 
+ 1: 

+ 5.: 

- 4’; 
+ 3.1. 

Same impacts as Current 

Management. except. 

additional protection 

provided to sensitive 

plants by designation of 2 

ACKs and 2 RNAs (3,110 

acres). 
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Renewable 

Resource 

No significant impacts. 

No significant impacts. 

Sufficient coal would be 

available to meet demand. 

Moderate acreage avail- 

able for further consider- 

ation for leasing (367,120 

acres: 245,982 surface and 

underground; 121,138 

underground only). Poten- 

tial bypass situations. 

985,156 acres would be 

open to leasing with 

standard lease terms; 

special stipulations would 

apply on 836,303 acres; no 

new leasing would be 

allowed on 56,881 acres. 

Moderate impacts; mode‘rate 

level of restrictions in 

general, closure to 

operation of mining laws 

(56,881 acres). 

Natural 

Environment 

No significant impacts. 

NC significant impacts. 

Sufficient coal would he 

available to meet demand. 

Moderate acreage available 

for consideration for 

leasing (344,880 acres: 

225,250 surface R under- 

ground; 119,620 under- 

ground only. Potential 

Sypass 

1 million acres would he 

open to leasing with 

standard lease terms; 

special stipulations would 

apply on 786,482 acres: no 

new leasing would be 

allowed on 90,887 acres. 

tiighcst potential impacts 

by closure of 9C.887 acres 

of the area to the 

operation of mining law. 

Preferred 

No siqnificant impact. 

No significant impact. 

Sufficient coal would be 

available to meet demand. 

Largest acreage availa5le 

for consideration for 

leasing (638,758 acres: 

396,522 surface & under- 

ground; 242.236 acres 

underground only). 

1.05 million acres would 

be open to leasing with 

standard lease terms; 

special stipulations would 

apply on 791,157 acres: no 

new leasing would be 

allowed on 3b,24G acres. 

Moderate potential impacts I 

moderate level of 

restriction: closure of 

39,240 acres to operation 

of mining lak. 

Proposed 

Plan 

No significant impact. 

No significant impact. 

Sufficient coal would he 

available to meet demand. 

Largest acreage available 

for consideration for 

leasing (638,758 acres: 

457,089 surface R under- 

ground; 181,669 acres 

underground only]. 

1.04 million acres would 

be open to leasing with 

standard lease terms; 

special stipulations would 

apply on 792,622 acres; no 

new leasing would be 

allowed on 36,240 acres. 

Moderate potential' impacts I 

moderate level of 

restriction; closure of 

50,321 acres to operation 

of mining lak. 

Expected long-term changes 

in ecological seral stages. 

f 1X 
+ 3.; 

- 6:: 

+ 2:> 

Same impacts as Current 

Management, except 

additional protection 

provided to sensitive 

plants by designation of 3 

ACECs and 4 PNAs (21,700 

acres). 

Expected long-te'rm changes 

in ecological srral stages. 

0 
- 2: 

+ 1: 

+ 1,: 

This alternative provides 

the maximum protection by 

requiring general inven- 

tories and surveys on all 

surface disturbing activ- 
a. 
Ities. Additional protec- 

tion would be provided to 

sensitive plants by the 

designation of 4 ACECs and 

4 RNAs (21,975 acres). 

Expected long-term changes 

in 'ecological scral stages 

C 

+ 4' 

- 3" 

- 1,: 

Same impacts as Current 

management, except 

additional protection 

would be provided to 

sensitive plants by 

designation of 3 ACECs and 

1 RNA (22.53 acres). 

Same impacts as Preferred 

Same impacts as Preferred 
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---._--. ..----_ _-.----_ ._-. _. -. 
Resource L t.rl'en t 

Element _--- Nanapcmerit --- _.__ --_ - _____ -.- ._.._ 
Wetlands/Riparian Areas that are in ptor 

condition \,e~ld not 

improve, llna many <Aher 

dr-eas rmay decline in 

ccndititn. 

--~-- _--- --. - .--. --. -- -.... .-. 
Livestock Elanagement Lung-tern: fl.rdgc 

dvaildtility kcLld be 

13~,&bL AUl.s. wricrr 

represer,ts d lorty -term 

decrease of lu: tru 

existing yrazirlg 

prefcrerxc : lbb.b?j i;UI*,s). 

zdl.ife Habitat 
-- --.---_--.. ._--. --_- 

Wildlife trd;itdt main- 

tailled on NM lar.ds to 

sLppcrt lcng-term average 

Gf 02,400 mlJlc rlCCl., t..iuJ 

elk, L,jUU prorlghorn, anll 

70 bighorn sheep corltr'i- 

outing to total r‘esobrcc 

drea pcpL1atiorrs LF 
lLJS,75(i mule lieer, il.%(l 

olh, b,&U prcnyhcw. dr,d 

711 L.igl~orn shleep. L cng- 

tenn adverse impact to i:ig 

game critical ainter rd:lg~ 

is anticipated. Riparidn 

areas ~c,~ld remain in peer 

condition. 

_----_---_--- ---_-. ---. _-. ..-. _-. 
Uild Horses ltlr vlld lrorses 

No Lh,~nye. 

---- 

--. _-.-._.- . ..-. ..-.. 
tcL,r gy 2rrCl 

Nir,eral\ _----... . -..-_-. .-- -.--. 
lhcse habitats would Le 

prctectecl irw impacts Lf 

encr'gy dpI1 minc‘ral 

ocv~~lupmerlt I.y cxlstirrj 

laws ar:d rrgt.ldtiori\. 

Lack ct emphasis or) 

uildlife hdtitdt 

rt\.3:lagimcnt, 'however , WLLICI 

r-c < 1.1 t i-n ticy I-d.ld ti r,rr f I ur 

1iLestccl, grazing. 

cft-rcGr!-vct.icle,, arrc 

Ltllel LSCS. -- _ _-_. _..-. .._ 
Lory tflm forage 

C1rliiCil,illt:; ..ot,iti 1.c' 

l:t,.: IL A"f,,L Y , wic:r 

rcpr e-er,t\ .I I cng tcr 111 

incria\t ti I. Grerl 

ccrpdrec to csistirlg 

yrn;iny prcfcrcnct. 

..--_. ..-.-- -- _... ---. 
RedLctions in kildliie 

IlJbitdt bn LiLI. idrrlis ~.c,~ld 

limit Lig game ntmt.ers to 

lcng-term aver-dyZ of 

-i,?Lb mt,le dwr‘, ?,iL~l, 

elk , 5,;LrG proriyhorx, anti 

70 bighcrn sheep. contri- 

iibting to tctdl I‘psoLr-ce 

arca pcp~lntiorrs tf ti\,il)L 

mLle rleor, lt.>cj~ ~,lk, 

I ,I& pronghorrl, 0nc iti 

bighorn sheep. Ncn- gme 

species diver-sity ucLld be 

rcciuced. 

Sar,re ds L wr~cnr Kanagtcrr~~t 

L crnlodit\ d 
ProdLctiw 

Lack tf emphasi\ on 

kildlifc ;la:)i tdt 

management and ir,creases 

in livestoc4 grazing and 

other r.ses hrr,ld result in 

significant rlegr,adatial r:f 

t!rese hat itats. 

L chg ter II; t oldgc 

drailabilltj \;c~ld t.e 

.l ,.i-1 AUii:. ,,!ric". 

vrpr esentr .: lcr,g term 

ir,crruse cf ~1; *ilen 

conpdr'fu fc, cxistirrg 

grdzing prcfer.encc. 

_-.. --._ -. _-.. _---. ..__ 
Reaucticr,s 1n \.ildliie 

IldL'itat Ln bLF4 larrds ::ol;ld 

lirrlit tig game rrunlers tc 
lLr,g tC,ll, d”El‘dgC of 

bi,tZU nLle seer, 3,61;0 

elk, 4,KS.i pronghorn, and 

7(i tlighcrn sheep contr+ 

buting to rota1 r-esout'ce 

arcd pcpuiaticns cf 8i,iUU 

mble deer', lc~,oX)U elk, 

L .bUO pr onghcr.~, dnd ib 

bighorn sheep. Ripar'ian 

hat,itat tic,t,ld he further 

3dver‘SClj dffected. 

kverall hat,itat diversi?! 

l:cLld ~Jccreaz. 

u: s.ild ilot‘ses i-$5;. 

lhis rctlccts a -ii 

r.eCuctiw in ttrc \,ild 

rucr'se ir?rJs. 
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Renewable 

Resow-ce 

These habitats would be 

provided maximum 

protection and substantial 

management activities, 

which would result in 

significant improvement in 

condition and an overall 

increase in wildlife 

species and habitat 
diversity. 

--- 
NatLrdl 

Environment ---- 
These habitats wculd 

improve, resulting in 

significant improvement in 

condition and an cverdll 

increase in both wildlife 

species and nabi tdt 

tiivcrsity. 

Long-term forage 

availabity wcbld be 

173,313 AlJMs, which 

represents a lcng-term 

increase of 4% when 

ccmpareo to existing 

grazing preference. 

- 
Increases in wildlife 

habitat on 6LM lands would 

support long-term big game 

numbers of 7>,UUU mule 

deer, 7,400 elk, b.300 

pronghorn, and 7L bighorn 

sheep contributing to 

total resource area 

populations cf 121,600 

mule deer, Z4,7UU elk, 

6,350 pronghorn, and 70 

bighorn sheep. Ncngame 

wildlife species diversity 

would increase. Riparian 

and other high-value 

habitats would improve 

signifi- cantly. 

Same as Current Management. 

Lcng-term fordge 

availability would be 

122,111 AUMs, which 

represents a lcng-term 

decrease of ~7'; from 

existing grdzing 

preference. 

Wildlife habitat on ULM 

lands Kculd imprcve to 

st.pport long-term average 

of bb,4Ub able deer, b,SUU 

elh, t,3UO pronghorn, and 

iC bighorn sheep 

contributing to total 

resolrrce area p~Lldti(Yls 

of llU,b(lO nible deer, 

Zl,iW elk, U,JW 

pronghorn, and 7U bighorn 

sheep. lqrovement in 

riparian and other habitat 

diversity wf,uld benefit 

nongame wildlife. 

47cI wild horses (+3lU). 

lhis reflects a 253; 

increase in the wild horse 

herd. - 

Preferred 

.------- 
lhese naLita?s wculd be 

prctected trcxr impacts tif 

energy and mineral 

dc\elopl:lcnt bj existing 

laws dnd reguldtions. 

These habitats vrobld 

improve, resulting in 

significant improvement in 

condition and an cverall 

increase in both wildlife 

species and habitdt 

diversity. -- --- 
Long-term forage 

availability hc~ild be 

lb;,&3 AUNS. If short- 

term adJLsLments tire 

initiateo and long,-tern! 

marla.Jement prdctices dre' 

developea, prefereKe will 

w restoreL to b"ithin ii 

cf original stccking rates. -- 
k'ildlife Llaizitat on ELM -- 

lands kcLld sLppL1.t c,l,UJU 

sible deer, :,7OU elk, 

5,&u prbn2norn, dno 7L 

bignorn sheep contributing 

to total rfsoLrce area 

PLpkldtiOnS Lf 1ui',uo(i 

mule deer, lII,W~ elk, 

7,5OC, pronghcrn, and 70 

oighorrl hheep. Localized 

short-term adverse impacts 

woLld uzcur. Ltniulativ'e 

management cf scil, 

watersned. fire, 

wilderness, natLra1 

history, and ORV, 

designation wculd hdVe 

overall beneficial impdct 

tc wildlife habitat. 

Same as Current Management. 

PrcqLsed 

Flan 

Same as Preterred. 

---- 
Same ds Preferrea. 

-- 
Same ds Prrferreo. 

Same ds Lurrent Management. 
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[Abut: S-3 ilont'd) 

SUMMARY CF :MPKlS bY ALlERNATlYE 

Resoune Current 

Element kana ement --. 
Scils An overall increase in 

scil loss fran surface 

erosion and a 1 rng-term 

decline in scil 

productivity would result 

in a declining trend for 

sol1 resobxej. 

Water Resources Short- and lcny-term 

increases in seoimcnt arld 

salinity loads in local 

surface waters is antici- 

pated. Local cegrddation 

or alteration of yround- 

water resources wol;ld 

probably occur. 

Lunl;lative impacts could 

alter groundwater quality 
on a regional basis. 

Forestry 

Wilderness 

No significdnt impacts. 

Wilderness resource valkzs 

would be adversely 

impacted on 4L,bt17 acres. 

Natural History 
-- -- 

Remnant plant 

associations, scenic 

quality, and paleontolajic 

values on 44,bJ7 acres 

cculd Se damaged or list. 

-- --- 

--- -_-. 
Energy dno Canmcdity 

Minerdls Prcducticn 

Lumulative impacts trCnl - Samt as Energy and 

increased sLrf&e !linerdlS Alterndtive. 

disturbing activity koLld 

result in sreater soil and 

scil productivity losses. 

sberdll, soil resources 

woL\d continw to be 

adversely dffected. 

Sdme as Current Kanagement, Same as Energy and 

plus the cumulative effect Minerals Alternative. 

on the quality cf Yampa 

and ~clcrddo river water 

is expected to be greater 

than iLrrent Management; 

thL;s, a high potential 

exists for salinity 

problems to develw in the 

Yampa Riber. 

- --~ 
No significant impacts. 

..------ 
tiilderness Pesource values 

wLLld be aaversely 

impacted on 55,507 acres. 
Wilderness resource values 

would be preserved on 
25 ,Sati dc res. 

Nc sigr:ificant impcrts. 

-I- 
Wilderrless resource values 

wcLld be adversely 

impacted on 7b,8ub acres. 

Wilderness resource values 

woLld be preserved on 

14.061 acres. 

Remnant pldnt assuiations Remndnt plant assaia- 
and scenic quality cn tions, paleontologic 
kb.blC; acres wol;ld be vdll;es, and scenic quality 

protected on 3 ACELs and 4 on 32,235 acres could be 
RNAs. Remnant plant ddmdged Gr destroyed. 

dSSOCidtions and Scenic Remnant plant associations 

qudlity on 14,855 acres and scenic quality would 

could be damaged or be protected on 3,570 

destroyed. --- -- acres (2 ACELs and J KNAs). --̂  
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Renewable 

Resource __ 

Although short-term soil 

losses would unavoidably 

continue due to surface 

disturbances, long-tern1 

losses would be 
minimized. Watershed 

rehabilitation projects 

would improve soil 

conditions in sane areas. 

Although short-tern 
sediment or salinity 

increases would 

unavoiaably continue due 
to surface disturbances, 

long-term increases shoolo 

be minimized. Watershed 

rehabilitaticn projects 

would improve surface 

water quality on a lccal 

basis. The Upper Yampa 

River water quality is 

expected to be adversely 

affectea, during lcw 

flms, over the 

long-term. Cmlulative 

impacts of all local 

disturbances col;ld impact 

yroundwater quality on a 

reyiunal basis. 

tlo significantimpacts. 

Wilderness resclrrce values 

would be adversely 

impacted on 34,006 acres. 

Wilderness resource valLes 

would be preserved on 

56,881 acres. 

RBnndnt plant associations, 

paleontolajic values and 

scenic quality on 12,925 

acres could be damaged or 

destroyed. Remnant plant 
associations ahd scenic . 

quality would be protected 

on 22,740 acres on 4 ACELs 

and 6 FUJAs. ---__ 

_____-_--. 
Natural 

E nvi ronmen't __ 

Same ds Renewable KeSOurCc 

Alternative. 

----___--- 
Same ds Kenewdble 'Resource 
Alternative. 

NG significant impacts. 

Wiloemess resource values 

wculo be preserved on 

%,tltr7 acres. 

Remnant plant associaticris, 

paleontolcgic values, and 

scenic quality would be 

protected on J5,bb5 acres 

on 4 ACECs, II Rhks, and 1 
3lA. 

-- --_-_ - -----___--. 

Preferred PropcSed 

-- Plan __- 

Althoyh short-tern] scil Sdme as Preftered. 

1GSSeS would WdVOi OJLTy 

continue due to surf&e 

disturbdnces, lwlg-tern 

losses would be 

minimized. Watcrsheo 

rehabilitdtion projects, 

tozusing on salinity 

control and scil 

stabilization woLld 

improve soil conoitions 111 

SLI.C dteas. ----.--- 
Same as Renewable Resource Same ds Renewable Resource 

Alterndtive. Alternative. 

No significant impacts. 

--. 
Wilderness resource values 

would be adversely 

impacted on 55,b47 acres. 

Wilderness rescurce values 

wculd ue Preserveu on 

30,240 dC,-CS. 

Nc significant impacts. 

Wilderness resource values 

would be ddversely 

inl,actea on 41,7bb acres. 

Wilderness resource values 

woLld be preserved on 

5L.321 acres. 

Remnant plant associations 

and paleontolqic values 

on 13,835 acres could be 

damagea or destroyed. 

Remnant plant associations 

and scenic quality would 

be protected on Zi,530 

acres on J ALELs dnd 1 RNA. 

--________ 

Same as Preferred 

Alternative. 
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TARLE S-J 

SUMMARY ff 1MPAClS bY ALTEGNAilVE 

Resource 

Element 

Recreation 

Cultural Resources 

Paleontology 

Current 

Management 

All resource dependent 

cppcrtunities would 

decrease. Normotorized 

settings would decrease by 

b,irO dcres. Primitive 

settings would bt elim- 

inated. Semiprimitive 

motorized settings would 

decrease by 113,160 

acres. kbral and urban- 

izea settings Lvould 

irlcrease oy 112,550 arld 

33, W dc res . 

Minimum legal requirements 

would be met. The Open 

ORV designation could 

adversely impact Jb,liJY 

cultural sites. 

,_____ -----._- 
Energy and 

Minerals ------ 
All resource dependent 

oppcrtunitics wculd 

decrease. Nonmotorized 

settings would decrease by 

Pb,g50 acres. Semi- 

primitive-motorized 

setting would decrease by 

jt1.W~ acres. Rural and 

urbanized settings wc~ld 

increase oy 25l,b311 and 

111,461, acres. 

Carmodity 

Productice ------ 
All resource dependent 

cppcrtunities would 

decrease. Nonmotorized 

settings would decrease by 

14,905 acres. 

Semiprimitive-motorized 

settings would decrease by 

251,830 acres. Rural and 

urbanized settings would 

increase by EOo,Wl and 

oi,510 acres. 

Same as Current Manage- Same as L urrent Hanagement 

ment, except the tipen ORv except the Open ORV 

oesignation could designation could 

adversely impact Lo.311 adversely imp&t >1,2o8 

cultural sites. cultural sites. 

fro significant impacts. fdo significant impacts. No significant impacts. 

Land Status/Realty Actions 

Access/Transport 

Significant impacts to 

manageability of Cedar 

Mountdin communicatiu7 

site via cff-road vehicle 

closurt. Minimizatial of 

ability to adjust 

cwnersnip pattern. -- 
NC significant impacts. 

Minor adverse impacts to 

landownership adjustment 

program by restricting to 

nonmincral dress. 

Same as Energy dnd 

Minerals Alternative. 

ho signlficdnt impacts. NG significant impacts 

Econanics There would be an adequdte 

supply cf existing and 

future minerdl leases to 

meet increases in market 

demand. No significant 

econanic impacts. 

Same as Current Management 

Alterndtive. 

Same as Current Management 

Alternative. 

Social Valtes Nc significant social 

impacts. - 

ho significdnt sczial 

impacts. -- - -._. 

Hc significant social 

impacts. ----- 
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Renewable 

Resource 

All resource dependent 

opportunities would 

decrease. Nonmotorized 

settings would decrease by 

5,760 acres. Semi- 

primitive-motorized 

settings would decrease by 

147,122 acres. Rural and 

urbanized settings would 
increase by 148,381 and 

41,310 acres. 

Natural 

Environment 

Most resource dependent 

opportunities would 

decrease. Nonmotorized 

settings would decrease by 

4,020 acres. Semi- 

primitive-motorized 

settings would decrease by 

154,780 acres. Rural 

and urbanized settings 

would increase by 145,300 

and '27,870 acres. 

Preferred 

All resource dependent 

oppcrtuni,ties would 

decrease. Nonmotorized 

settings would decrease by 

19,590 acres. Semi- 

primitive-motorized 

settings would decrease by 

277,163 acres. Rural and 

urbanized settings would 

increase by 270,355 and 

,59,070 acres. 

Same as Current Manage- 

ment, except the Open ORV 

designation could 

adversely impact 24,438 

cultural sites. 

Same as Current Manage- 

ment, except the Open ORV 

designation could 

adversely impact 21,871. 

cultural sites.' 

Same as Current Manage- 

ment, except the Open ORV 

designation could 

adversely impact 29,415 

cultural sites. 

No significant impacts., 

Moderate adverse impacts 

due to soil related 

restrictions. Beneficial 

impacts to land adjustment 

program due to lack of 

overall restrictions. 

No significant impacts. 

Same as Current Management 

Alternative. 

No significant social 

impacts. 

No significant impacts. No significant impacts. 

Same.as Renewable Resource 

Alternative. 

No significant impacts. 

Same as Current Management 

Alternative. 

No significant social 

impacts. 

Same as Renewable Resource 

Alternative. 

No significant impacts. 

Same as Current Management 

Alternative. 

No significant social 

impacts. 

Proposed 

Plan 

Same as Preferred 

Alternative. 

Same as Current Manage- 

ment, except the Open ORV 

designation could 

adversely impact 26.503 

cultural sites. 

No significant inpacts. 

Same as Renewable Resource 

Alternative. 

No significant impacts. 

Same as Current Management 

Alternative. 

No significant social 

impacts. 
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PROPOSEDRESOURCEMANAGEMENTPLAN 

This section describes the proposed resource management 
plan for the Little Snake Resource Area, in terms of (1) 
proposed management actions by resource and (2) definitions 
of proposed management priority areas, which are 
geographic areas that are unique, significant, or unusually 
suited for development, management, protection, or use of 
a particular resource. Management priority areas are 
delineated on the map of the proposed plan included with 
this document. The map visually summarizes the multiple- 
use decisions in the proposed plan and should be used in 
conjunction with the following narrative. 

The management priority areas depicted on the proposed 
plan map may include areas of split-estate (private surface 
over federal minerals), private, state, or other nonfederal 
lands. However, the management priority areas apply only 
to public lands, i.e., BLM-managed surface and federal 
mineral estate. On split-estate lands, management priority 
area designations indicate how BLM would manage the 
federal mineral estate; they would not dictate other surface 
uses unrelated to federal mineral development. None of the 
management priority areas apply to private, state or other 
lands or minerals not managed by BLM. 

In developing the proposed plan, BLM considered a 
balance of land uses and resource values within the resource 
area, the principles of multiple use and sustained yield, the 
issues and concerns raised by the public during development 
of the Draft RMP/EIS, the long-term public interest and 
benefits of implementing each of the alternatives analyzed 
in the Draft RMP/EIS, the environmental consequences 
of those alternatives, and public comments received on the 
Draft RMP/EIS. The proposed plan has been developed 
in accordance with the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976; the National Environmentai Policy Act of 
1969; and other applicable laws, regulations, and standards. 

The proposed plan recognizes the existence of valid 
existing rights. Nothing in the management actions or 
management priority area definitions is intended to challenge 
those rights. 

Activities or uses not specifically addressed in the plan, 
such as small-scale projects (right-of-way applications for 
rural telephone lines, access roads, free-use permits, etc.), 
would be authorized if they met legal requirements and 
were compatible with the management emphasis of a given 
area. 

Implementation of the recommended actions for the 
resource area would be guided by a series of activity plans. 
An activity plan is a more detailed and specific plan for 
management of a single resource program or plan element 
undertaken as necessary to implement the more general RMP 
decisions. Detailed management actions, including projects, 

treatments, and other on-the-ground activities, and schedules, 
are described in the activity plan. Activity plans prepared 
following the RMP would include an oil and gas activity 
plan, habitat management plans (HMPs) for wildlife, 
allotment management plans (AMPS) for livestock grazing, 
landownership adjustment activity plans, watershed plans, 
and cultural resource management plans (CRMPs). Site- 
specific management plans would also be required for areas 
of critical environmental concern (ACECs), research natural 
areas (RNAs), special recreation management areas 
(SRMAs), and areas designated by Congress as wilderness. 

In addition, an overall resource monitoring plan would 
be prepared for the Little Snake Resource Area. The plan 
would identify appropriate locations and methods for 
monitoring resources (either in combination or individually), 
coordination procedures for developing and initiating specific 
monitoring studies, and methods for recording and evaluating 
monitoring data. 

MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

Coal (Issue l-l) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

I-l 

Approximately 638,800 acres (containing an estimated 
5.8 billion tons of coal) would be identified as 
acceptable for further consideration for federal coal 
leasing. Of this total, approximately 457,089 acres (an 
estimated 4.2 billion tons of coal) would be acceptable 
for further consideration for leasing for surface or 
underground development and approximately 181,669 
acres (an estimated 1.3 billion tons of coal) would 
be acceptable for further consideration for leasing for 
underground development only (see Tables 1 and 2). 
Approximately 266 million tons of coal throughout 
the region would not be available for surface mining. 

Site-specific activity planning, including additional 
environmental analysis, would be needed before a 
decision to lease specific tracts could be made. 

Exploratory drilling would be allowed in order to obtain 
sufficient data for resource management decisions and 
fair-market-value determinations. 

Other data gathering efforts would be scheduled that 
would ensure data adequacy standards would be met 
for activity planning within the coal planning area. 



TABLE I 

SUMMARY OF COAL UNSUITABILITY RESULTS* 

Criteriim 

1 Federal lands systems 
2 Rights-of-way and easements 
3 Buffer zones along rights-of-way and 

adjacent to communities and buildings 
4 Wilderness study areas 
5 Scenic areas 
6 Lands used for scientific studies 
7 Historic lands and sites 
8 Natural areas 
9 Federally listed endangered species 

10 State listed endangered species 
11 Bald and golden eagle nests 
12 Bald and golden eagle roost and. 

concentration areas 
13 Falcon cliff nesting site 
14. Migratory birds 
15 State resident fsh and wildlife 
16 Floodplains 
17 Municipal watersheds 
18, National resource waters 
19 Alluvial valley floors 
20 State proposed criterion 

Total lands unsuitable 
! (excluding overlaps) 

Acres 

Before After After* 
Exceptions Exceptions Exemptions 

322 322 322 
3,041 0 0 

3,151 1,486 1,486 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 
0 

: 0 
0 

0 0 0 
7,541 7,541 7,541 

0 0 0 
48,207 45,898 45,898 

7,54 12 7,541z 7,541z 
2,402 2,402 2,402 
2,681 2,681 2,681 

611,8783 37,960 37,960 
5,104 5,104 5,w 

8 0 0 0 0 
1,9484 1 ,9484 1 ,9484 

0 0 0 

611,878 104,261 104,261 

* 

I 

7. 

3 

4 

This table is a summary of application of the 20 coal unsuitability criteria from 43 
CFR 3461 to the federal coal planning area. See Appendix 2, Federal Lands Review, 
in the Draft RMPIEIS for more detailed information. 

The unsuitability criteria are subject to exemptions and/or specific exceptions. General 
exemptions applicable to several criteria include: lands subject to valid existing rights 
(Criteria Numbers 1, 3, 4 [limited]); lands to which the operator has made substantial 
legal and financial’commitments prior to January 4, 1977 (all except Criteria Numbers 
3, 4, and 19); surface coal mining operations existing on August 3, 1977 (all except 
Criteria Numbers 4 and 7); and lands for which a mining permit has been issued (all 
but 3, 4, and 7). All criteria except 4, 5, 6, 15, 16, and 19 are also subject to one 
or more specific. exceptions. For example, the exceptions to Criterion Number 11 state 
that a lease may be issued if stipulations can ensure that eagles are not disturbed during 
the breeding season, or if the Fish and Wildlife Service determines that the nest(s) 
of golden eagles can be moved; and the size of a buffer zone can be decreased if 
active eagle nests will not be adversely affected. Results did not change after the exemptions 
were considered because the criteria were not applied to leased lands (43 CFR 3461.4 
2), and none of the exemptions were applicable to the unleased lands in the coal planning 
area. 

These lands are the same as identified in Criterion 9. 

Overlaps with.all other criteria. 

Includes I,08 l-acre overlap with Criterion 16. 

I-2 



a. : . .  ;  T,... ik,,. ,.;,.,< 
:  

,“‘< “:‘F.;,; I :  

.  

PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

TABLE 2 

ACRES AVAILABLE FOR FURTHER 
CONSIDERATION FOR COAL LEASING 

(excluding overlaps)* 

Screens Results 

Coal Development Potential 638,758 

Unsuitabilty Review 
Acreage Remaining 

Surface Owner Consultation 
Acre&e Remaining 

(-104,261) 
534,497 

(-68,808) 
465,689 

Multiple Use Tradeoffs 
Recreation 

Acreage Remaining 
(-fvm 
457,089 

Total Acres Available 
Surface/Underground Methods 

Total Acres Available 
Underground Methods Only 
(No Surface Disturbance) 

457,089 

181,669 

Total Coal Tonnage Available 5.5 billion 

* In some portions of the coal planning area, more than 
one screen was found to apply; e.g., portions of the 
Little Yampa Canyon SRMA were eliminated as the 
result of both unsuitability criteria and multiple-use 
tradeoffs. Acreage for such areas was only subtracted 
once from the total coal planning area acreage. 

Oil and Gas (Issue 1-2) Other Minerals (Issue 1-3) 

1. The resource area would generally be available for oil 
and gas leasing. Areas have been designated for leasing 
with standard stipulations, seasonal restrictions, 
avoidance stipulations, performance objectives, or no- 
surface-occupancy stipulations; areas where no new 
leasing would be &owed have also been identified 
(see Table 3). Stipulations or restrictions may be waived 
or reduced in scope if circumstances change, or if the 
lessee can demonstrate that operations can be conducted 
without causing unacceptable impacts to the concern(s) 
identified. The appropriateness of allowing specific 
stipulations to be waived will be further analyzed in 
the oil and gas activity plan discussed in Item 2 below. 

2. After completion of the Little Snake RMP, an oil and 
gas activity plan will be developed for the Little Snake 
Resource Area to further refine the degree to which 

oil and gas development will be allowed on lands open 
to leasing. This activity plan will assess the levels of 
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts resulting from 
a reasonable, foreseeable level of oil and gas 
development in the resource area. The activity plan 
will, in part, identify any additional necessary and 
justifiable mitigative measures to reduce or eliminate 
unacceptable adverse environmental impacts, as well 
as those less restrictive methodologies that would result 
in the same desired effect. The plan will also identify 
any change to oil and gas leasing decisions made in 
the Little Snake RMP that may be warranted. 

At a minimum, the oil and gas activity plan will address 
the primary, secondary, and ,cumulative impacts of at 
least one reasonable, foreseeable level of oil and gas 
development in the Little Snake Resource Area. The 
level of development will be based on resource potential 
(see the enclosed oil and gas map) and historical oil 
and gas activity in the area. The analysis of impacts 
will be based on assumptions, such as the number of 
wells expected to be drilled in the resource area over 
the 20-year life of the Little Snake RMP, the varying 
density of those wells, typical surface disturbance in 
acres resulting from oil and gas activity, reclamation 
potential, the number of acres in a disturbed ccindition 
in a typical year, and the total number of acres disturbed 
during the 20-year period of the Little Snake RMP. 

Until this activity plan is approved, the Little Snake 
oil and gas umbrella EA will continue to be the National 
Environmental Policy Act compliance document for 
oil and gas leasing in the resource area. The oil and 
gas activity plan should be completed by early 1987. 

1. All public land would be open to locatable mineral 
entry and development unless withdrawn (administra- 
tive withdrawals) or proposed for withdrawal 
(proposed wilderness designation). Mineral exploration 
and development on public land would be regulated 
under 43 CFR 3800. 

2. Applications for removing common variety mineral 
materials, including sand and gravel, would continue 
to be processed on a case-by-case basis. Stipulations 
to protect important surface values would be attached, 
based on interdisciplinary review of each proposal. 
Mineral material sales would not be allowed in 
Limestone Ridge ACEC/RNA, Little Yampa/Juniper 
Canyon SRMA, and the Cedar Mountain recreation 
management priority area. 
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TABLE 3 

OIL AND GAS LEASING RESTRICTION RECOMMENDATIONS 

Proposed EstiflMed 
Restrictions Acreage 

Percentage of 
Federal Oil 

and Gas Acreage 
(1,878,400 acres) 

Area’ 

Restrictions 

Avoidance 
Stipulations3 

Subtotal 
Performance 
Standards4 

No Surface 
Occupancy 

Subtotal 

No New 
Leasing 

Standard 
Lease Terms 

685,927 

11,680 
6,500 

18,180 

35.840 

16,240 

1,350 
14,081 

19,840 
880 
384 

52,775. 

36,240 

1,049,438 

36 Critical wildlife habitat 
(scattered throughout the 
resource area)* 

1 

Irish Canyon ACEC 
Lookout Mountain ACEC 

2 Portions of Canyon Creek, Shell : 
Creek, Vermillion Creek, Sand 
Wash, Dry Creek, Yellow Cat Wash, 
northwest facing slopes Vermillion 
Bluffs (extremely fragile 
soils/water areas) 

Critical wildlife habitat 
(scattered throughout the 
resource area)5 
Limestone Ridge ACEURNA 
Cross Mountain WSA, including 
Cross Mountain Canyon ACEC 
(recommended for wilderness 
designation) 
Little YampaIJuniper Canyon SRMA 
Cedar Mountain recreation area 
Steamboat Lake State Park 

3 

2 Diamond Breaks WSA (recommended 
for wilderness designation) 

56 Remaining federal oil and gas 
acreage 

1 ACEC Area of Critical Environmental Concern 
RNA Research Natural Area 
SRMA Special Recreation Management Area 
WSA Wilderness Study Area 

2 See’ Table 4 under Wildlife Habitat (Issue 2-2) for a summary of seasonal wildlife restrictions. 
Seasonal restrictions do not apply to maintenance and operation of producing wells. Exceptions 
to seasonal limitations in any particular year may be specitically approved in writing by the 
authorized officer. 

3 See the Special Designations section under Management Priority Areas for examples of avoidance 
stipulations. Additional scattered areas containing habitats of known Colorado BLM sensitive 
plants and specifically identified remnant plant associations would also be protected by avoidance 
stipulations. 

4 If performance standards could not be met, then surface occupancy would not be allowed. Additional 
areas within the resource area may have restrictive stipulations imposed on a case-by-case basis 
to protect fragile soils and water resource values; see Soils and Water Resources (Issues 2-S 
and 2-6) for further discussion. 

5 Critical raptor habitat, greater sandhill crane habitat, critical wildlife watering areas, beaver colonies, 
sage grouse strutting grounds, sharptailed grouse dancing grounds, prairie dog towns (potential 
black-footed ferret habitat). See Item 3 under Wildlife Habitat (Issue 2-2). 
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3. 

;: 

BLM would consider leasing geothermal energy 
resources or other leasable minerals on a case-by-case 
basis. All minerals that are considered leasable on 
acquired lands (Bankhead-Jones Land Use Lands) 
would be treated the same as other leasable minerals. 
In Limestone Ridge ACEC/RNA, Little Yampa/ 
Juniper Canyon SRMA, and the Cedar Mountain 
recreation management priority area, leasing of other 
minerals for underground mining would be allowed 
with no-surface-occupancy stipulations. Leiising for 
surface mining would not be allowed in these three 
areas. 

New leases and mineral material sales within fragile 
soil and water areas would be subject to the 
performance objectives described under Soil and Water 
Resources (Issues 2-5 and 2-6). 

The recommended Diamond Breaks and Cross 
Mountain wilderness areas (including Cross Mountain 
Canyon ACEC) would be withdrawn from locatable 
mineral entry, leasing and development of other 
minerals, and mineral material sales. 

Livestock Grazing (Issue 2-l) 

1. Livestock grazing utilizing federal preference ( 166,895 
AUMs) would be allowed until rangeland monitoring 
studies were completed. 

2. BLM would immediately initiate rangeland monitoring 
studies on a minimum of 13 conflict allotments 
(allotment numbers 4203, 4206, 4207, 4209, 4210, 
42 19,4225,4302,443 1,4432,4520,4521, and 4522) 
to yield information needed to make management 
decisions on livestock stocking rates. Other rangeland 
monitoring studies would be initiated on allotments 
exhibiting worst-forage conditions established from the 
1981-83 surveys. The level of survey would depend 
on funding and staff. 

3. Based on 1981-1983 surveys for 73 percent of the area 
and earlier surveys for the rest of the area, anticipated 
grazing level of 148,821 AUMs would be used as 
baseline inventory data. 

4. Livestock-use adjustments would be implemented in 
accordance with 43 CFR 4110.3-3 after acquisition 
of 2 or 3 years of rangeland monitoring data, in 
combination with baseline data, if such data indicated 
that adjustments were necessary. Decisions implement- 
ing changes in livestock use would be issued as soon 
as data were available to support that change. In no 
case would more than 5 years of rangeland monitoring 
data be required. for adjustments. Any adjustments 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

would result in consultation/coordination with the 
livestock operator. 

A 5-year implementation period would be used. 
Decisions would be issued in the third and fifth years 
to modify the adjustments as necessary to reach 
estimated grazing capacity. These decisions would be 
contained in a rangeland program summary. 

Livestock grazing would be temporarily suspended in 
areas where key forage plants have been critically 
overutilized. 

Vegetative land treatments would be implemented on 
68 allotments. Proposed treatments would involve 
interseeding, burning, burning and reseeding, spraying, 
and plowing and reseeding; in conducting these 
treatments, BLM would adhere to established 
procedures and design specifications to protect all 
resource uses and values. A benefit/cost analysis and 
environmental analysis would be completed before any 
treatments were implemented. 

Range improvement projects would be constructed on 
69 allotments to control livestock use, improve 
distribution, and improve riparianiwetland habitat. A 
benefit/cost analysis and environmental analysis would 
be completed before any projects were implemented. 

Management categorization (M, I, or C) for allotments 
would be updated as the result of rangeland condition 
change or as data that supported changes became 
available through the monitoring program. 

Allotment management plans would be developed for 
all allotments within the Little Snake Resource Area. 
Level of detail of each plan would be determined from 
the management category (M, I, or C) for that allotment. 

Wildlife Habitat (Issue 2-2) 

1. 

2. 

I-5 

Forage would be provided on BLM land to maintain 
approximately 66,400 mule deer, 6,500 elk, 6,300 
pronghorn, and 70 bighorn sheep, which would 
contribute to total resource area big game populations 
of 110,600 mule deer, 21,700 elk, 8,350 pronghorn, 
and 70 bighorn sheep, until further monitoring studies 
were completed and proper utilization levels were 
established. 

BLM would immediately initiate monitoring studies on 
a minimum ‘of 13 conflict allotments (allotment 
numbers 4203, 4206,4207, 4209,4210, 4219,4225, 
4302, 4431, 4432, 4520, 4521, and 4522) to yield 
information needed to make management decisions on 
wildlife numbers. Other monitoring studies would be 
initiated on allotments exhibiting worst-forage 
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conditions, as established from the ,198 l-83 surveys. 
The level of survey would depend on funding and 
personnel. 

3. ‘Wildlife-use adjustments would be implemented 
through consultation and coordination with CDOW, 
if monitoring data indicated that adjustments were 
necessary. Negotiation to implement changes in wildlife 
use would proceed as soon as data were available to 
support that change. In no case, would more than 5 
years of rangeland monitoring be required for 
adjustments. 

4. Wildlife habitat would be maintained or improved 
through application of mitigative measures or 
restrictions applied to all wildlife habitat-disturbing 
activities. 

5. Wildlife habitat would be maintained or improved 
through application of seasonal restrictions on resource 
activities to maintain wildlife -production areas and 
important wildlife habitat (Table 4). 

TABLE 4 

WILDLIFE SEASONAL RESTRICTIONS TO 
RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES 

Type of Area Restricted 

Greater sandhill crane nesting and 
staging area buffer zones 

Sage grouse strutting ground buffer 
zone 

Critical raptor nest buffer zones 

Bald eagle habitat 

Sharptail grouse dance ground 
buffer zone 

Mule deer and elk migration routes 

Dates Activity Allowed 

Oct. 15 - Feb. 28 

June 1 - Feb. 28 

Aug. 1 - Jan. 31 

April 15 - Oct. 31 

June 15 - March 15 

May 15 - Oct. 15and 
Dec. 1 - March 15 

Mule deer, bighorn sheep, pronghorn 
antelope, mountain lion, elk critical 
winter range 
Elk calving 

Pronghorn antelope fawning, 
bighorn sheep lambing 

April 15 - Nov. 30 

July 1 - April 15 

July 1 - April 30 

6. Wildlife habitat for raptors, the greater sandhill crane, 
wildlife watering areas, beaver colonies, sage-grouse- 
strutting grounds, and potential black-footed ferret 
habitat (some prairie-dog towns) would have no- 
surface-occupancy stipulations applied to new oil and 
gas leases. These areas vary in size between 10 and 
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7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

640 acres and are scattered throughout the resource 
area; current known total habitat is 16,240 acres. Such 
stipulations would also be applied to similar habitat 
identified in future surveys. 

Activity would not be permitted in threatened, 
endangered, and sensitive species’ habitat that would 
jeopardize their continued existence. The CDOW and 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) would 
be consulted pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act before implementation of projects that 
might affect threatened and endangered species’ habitat. 

BLM would cooperate with the Colorado Division of 
Wildlife in monitoring the habitat and populations of 
bighorn sheep on Cross Mountain and in the Cold 
Spring Mountain area. 

BLM would coordinate with the Colorado Division of 
Wildlife for joint funding of wildlife projects. 

The federally endangered American peregrine falcon, 
Colorado squawtish, humpback chub, bonytail chub, 
and the state protected razorback sucker would be 
protected by designation of Cross Mountain Canyon 
ACEC (see proposed plan map). 

Wildlife habitat management plans would be prepared 
and implemented, emphasizing aquatic/riparian 
habitats for priority areas, for the Little Snake River, 
Yampa River, Vermillion Creek, Beaver Creek, Canyon 
Creek, Dry Creek, Shell Creek, Morgan Gulch, Milk 
Creek, Fortification Creek, West Timberlake Creek, 
Willow Creek, and Fourmile Creek. 

Aquatic surveys would be completed on 3,000 acres 
of riparian and 400 acres of known wetland wildlife 
habitat. 

Inventories would be conducted to determine if other 
riparian or wetland habitats occur in the resource area 
and to determine their wildlife value as wildlife habitat. 

Wildlife watering guzzlers would be installed on 
Godiva Rim, Sand Wash Basin, Cross Mountain, and 
Dry Mountain. Additional environmental analyses 
would be completed and design specifications would 
be adhered to before any wildlife habitat improvement 
project would be implemented. 

Sage grouse and elk habitat would be improved on 
West Cold Spring Mountain by rollerchopping or 
burning irregular-shaped areas (maximum size 100 
acres) of sagebrush. 

Elk habitat would be improved in Bald Mountain Basin 
and Great Divide by conducting prescribed burns 
within irregular-shaped areas (maximum size 300 
acres). 
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2. Surplus horses would be gathered to bring the herd 
numbers to proper management levels, based on annual 
counts. 

3. A monitoring program would be established that would 
determine annual utilization and vegetative trends 
within the Sand Wash Basin. 

17. Antelope distribution in Sand Wash, Powder Wash, 
and Great Divide would be improved by constructing 
25 antelope passes, installing 2 miles of laydown panels, 
and constructing fence modifications. 

18. Elk habitat on Dry Mountain would be improved by 
chaining or burning irregular-shaped plots (varying in 
size from 5 to 50 acres) of juniper. 

19. An undetermined number of springs and seeps, and 
associated wetlands and riparian areas, would be fenced 
to protect the water source and associated riparian 
habitat. Water would be transported outside the fenced 
area for other uses. 

Threatened/Endangered, Candidate, and Sensi- 
tive Plants (Issue 2-3) 

1. Proposed project locations likely to harbor threatened/ 
endangered, candidate, and Colorado BLM sensitive 
plants would be surveyed before project development. 
Section 7 of the Threatened and Endangered Species 
Act of 1973 consultation procedures with the USFWS 
will be implemented when a “may-affect” determina- 
tion is made for listed threatened and endangered 
species. 

2. Identified threatened, endangered, and candidate species 
would be protected through no-surface-occupancy 
stipulations. 

3. Identified Colorado BLM sensitive plants would be 
protected through avoidance stipulations. The 
avoidance stipulation, when applied, would incorporate 
wording to the effect that “habitat of known populations 
of Colorado sensitive plants, and those remnant 
vegetation associations specifically identified, would be 
protected from human-induced activities whenever 
possible.” For Colorado BLM sensitive plants, the area 
of protection would include the actual location of the 
population and, if present, adjacent critical sites that 
affect their habitat. 

4. Colorado BLM sensitive plants would be protected by 
designation of Limestone Ridge ACEC/RNA, Cross 
Mountain Canyon ACEC, Irish Canyon ACEC, and 
Lookout Mountain ACEC (see proposed plan map). 

Wild Horses (Issue 2-4) 

1. Habitat condition in Sand Wash Basin would be 
managed to maintain the current herd at between 130 
to 160 wild horses. 

Soil and Water Resources (Issues 2-5 and 2-6) 

1. Soil and water resources would be protected through 
mitigation or restrictions applied to surface- and 
underground-disturbing activities, as needed, on’ a case- 
by-case basis. Water quality parameters would conform 
to state water quality standards. 

2. The fragile soil and water areas identified in a-g below 
(and shown on the map of the proposed plan) are 
areas where soil erosion is a concern. In these areas, 
BLM has the following performance objectives. 

a. Maintain the soil productivity of the site by reducing 
soil loss from erosion and through proper handling 
of the soil material. 

b. Reduce impact to off-site areas by controlling erosion 
and/or overland flow from these areas. 

c. Protect water quality and quantity of adjacent surface 
and groundwater sources. 

d. Reduce accelerated erosion caused by surface 
disturbing activities. 

e. Select the best possible site in order to reduce .the 
impacts to the soil and water resources. 

These performance objectives would be attached as 
stipulations at the time of lease issuance. If these 
performance objectives cannot be met, surface 
occupancy will not be permitted on federal surface. 
On private surface (federal mineral areas) BLM will 
(if necessary) work with the private surface owner to 
wme to an acceptable surface-use program where the 
impact of development of federal minerals may extend 
off lease and affect adjacent federal lands or resources. 
If such impacts are contained entirely on lease, BLM 
will let the surface owner know the concerns. relating 
to development on fragile soils, but the surface owner’s 
desires regarding development and reclamation will be 
primary. 

All other proposed surface-disturbing activities within 
areas a-g below would undergo a site-specific review 
at the resource area and/or district level. Special 
performance objectives (listed in I-IX) would be applied 
to these activities as well. Again, if the performance 
objectives could not be met, surface occupancy would 
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not be authorized. The areas listed in a-g encompass 
approximately 2 to 3 percent of the total acreage within 
the resource area. 

a. The area along Canyon Creek, including the adjacent 
steep side slopes, to approximately l/2 mile either side 
of the creek. The actual boundary would be drawn 
based on topography. 

b. The area along Shell Creek, including the adjacent 
steep side slopes, to approximately l/2 mile either side 
of the creek. The actual boundary would be drawn 
based on topography. 

c. The area along Vermillion Creek, including the 
adjacent steep side slopes, to approximately l/2 mile 
to either side of the creek (the actual boundary being 
based on topography), downstream to ‘the confluence 
with Douglas Draw. 

d. The area along Sand Wash, including the adjacent 
side slopes, to approximately l/2 mile either side of 
the wash (the actual boundary to be drawn based on 
topography), from section 10, T. 9 N., R. 99 W., to 
its confluence with Dugout Draw. 

e. The area along Yellow Cat Wash, including the 
adjacent side slopes, to approximately l/2 mile either 

. side of the wash (the actual boundary being based on 
topography), from section 12, T. 9 N., R 98 W., to 
its confluence with Sand Wash. 

f. The area along Dry Creek, including the adjacent 
side slopes, to approximately l/2 mile either side of 
the creek (the actual boundary to be based on 
topography), from section 22, T. 11 N., R. 99 W., 
to its confluence with Vermillion Creek. 

g. The northwest facing slopes of the Vermillion Bluffs, 
from the Vermillion Bluffs ridgetop road downslope 
to the Dry Creek drainage. 

To achieve the performance objectives, BLM has 
identified performance standards that may apply to 
surface disturbing activities. These standards are 
presented to identify the types of mitigative measures 
that may be necessary, based on the type of activity 
to be permitted, the timing of development activities, 
the geographical location, specific soil types and 
conditions, etc. Depending on these variables, an 
applicant will demonstrate that the performace 
objectives have been met either through his/her plan 
of development, using alternative measures, or through 
use of appropriate suggested mitigative measures 
identified below. 

I. All sediments generated from the surface-disturbing 
activity would have to be retained on site. 

II. No construction or other surface-disturbing activities 
would be allowed when the soils become saturated 
to a depth of 3 inches or more. 

III. Off-road vehicle use would be limited to existing 
roads and trails. 

IV. All new permanent roads would be built to meet 
primary road standards (BLM standards) and their 
location approved by the authorized ofticer. For oil 
and gas purposes, permanent roads are those used for 
production. 

V. All geophysical and geochemical exploration would 
be conducted by helicopter, horseback, on foot, or from 
existing roads. 

VI. Any sediment control structures, reserve pits, or 
disposal pits would be designed to contain a loo-year, 
6-hour storm event. Storage volumes within these 
structures would have a design life of 25 years. 

VII. Before reserve pits and production pits would be 
reclaimed, all residue would be removed and trucked 
off-site to an approved disposal site. 

VIII. Reclamation of disturbed surfaces would be 
initiated before November 1 each year. 

IX. All reclamation mans would be aooroved bv the 
authorized officer in advance and might require a bond, 
if one has not been previously posted. 

These requirements would not supersede valid existing 
rights on approved application for permits to drill or 
developing leases or entry under the general mining 
laws. They would apply to all new oil and gas leases 
and to all surface disturbing activities permitted under 
this plan. BLM will work with operators/permittees 
to achieve performance objectives on undeveloped 
leases or permits consistent with previously granted 
lease rights. 

Rights-of-way construction would be allowed along 
Moffat County roads 4, 67, and 126 on a case-by- 
case basis. Stipulations would be applied to the right- 
of-way activity at the approval stage. 

Surface-disturbing activities on isolated sites that meet 
fragile soil criteria (a-b below) would be subject to 
the performance objectives/stipulations listed in I-IX 
above. If the performance objectives/stipulations could 
not be met, no surface disturbance would be allowed. 

a. Areas rated as highly or severely erodible by wind 
or water, as described by the Soil Conservation Service 
in the Area Soil Survey Report or as described by 
on-site inspection. 

b. Areas with slopes greater than or equal to 35 percent, 
if they also have one of the following soil character- 
istics: (1) a surface texture that is sand, loamy sand, 
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very fine sandy loam, tine sandy loam, silty clay, or 
clay; (2) a depth to bedrock that is less than 20 inches; 
(3) an erosion condition that is rated as poor; or (4) 
a K factor (see Glossary in Draft RMP/EIS) of greater 
than .32. (See Table 5.) 

5. Range and water projects would be developed and 
implemented in order to encourage the relocation of 
livestock from within fragile soil and water areas. Where 
necessary, livestock would be fenced from riparian 
areas, although a water source would be provided. 

6. No-surface-occupancy stipulations would be established 
through the activity planning process in areas adjacent 
to perennial water sources. (Stipulations would apply 
from within 500 feet to l/4 mile of the water source, 
depending on the type of source, use of source, soil 
type, and slope steepness.) 

7. Construction would be allowed within or near 
intermittent drainages and their floodplains only after 
completing a case-by-case analysis of soil type and slope 
steepness of the drainage. Compliance with Executive 
Order 11988 would be ensured. These actions would 
not preclude road crossings built to BLM specifications. 

8. To ensure that unstable areas were avoided, accelerated 
erosion was reduced, and detailed soil information was 
made available, detailed soil surveys would be 
conducted on timber harvesting areas of Diamond 
Peak/Middle Mountain and Douglas Mountain. 

9. The remaining 10 percent of the water quality and 
quantity inventory of resource area springs and seeps 
would be completed. 

TABLE 5 

POTENTIAL FRAGILE SOILS WITHIN 
SOIL/WATER 

MANAGEMENT PRIORITY AREAS 

Area 

Portions of Buffalo Gulch/Twelvemile Mesa 
area 

Along some upper tributaries of Sand Wash 
Along some western tributaries of the Little 

Snake River 
Along some eastern tributaries of the Little 

Snake River 
Along portions of Sand Creek 
Along portions of Conway Draw 
Portions of the Deception Creek area 
Total 

Estimated 
Acreage 

4,000 
3,000 

17,090 

5,000 
2,000 
1,000 
1,000 

33,000 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Groundwater quality and aquifers would be inven- 
toried within the resource area. 

Water quality and watershed activity plans would be 
developed in areas with potential for water quality 
improvements. The potential for salinity control 
projects on BLM lands in the Milk Creek, Vermillion 
Creek, and Little Snake River watersheds would be 
analyzed. 

Nonpoint source management actions would be 
coordinated with federal, state, and local agencies. 

Roads and trails on BLM lands would be closed and 
rehabilitated if they have high-erosion rates that could 
not be corrected. 

The Little Snake monitoring plan would include 
proposals for monitoring the impacts of management 
actions on soil and water resources. 

BLM would seek appropriative water rights for public 
land resources and values. 

Forest Lands and Woodlands (Issues 2-7 and 
2-8) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Existing IO-year forest management plans would 
continue for Diamond Peak/Middle Mountain and 
Douglas Mountain. 

Commercial forest lands (6,330 acres) would be 
managed to produce a variety of forest products on 
a sustained yield basis. Limited management (such as 
natural revegetation and minimal cultural treatments) 
would apply to remaining commercial forest lands. 
Allowable harvest levels would remain approximately 
300,000 board feet per year until 1987, when the exact 
allowable harvest would be reevaluated. 

Approximately 37,600 acres of woodland would be 
managed to produce a variety of woodland products 
on a sustained-yield basis. Limited management would 
apply to the remaining woodland acreage. Annual 
woodland harvest levels could remain as high as 2,500 
cords, or 1.25 million board feet per year. 

Access would be acquired for future timber sales (see 
Map 1). 

Public harvest areas would be opened to meet local 
demand. 
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A - Access Needed (AF areas primarily 
require access for forestry; the rest of 
the A areas require recreation access) 

P - Postinglof Boundaries Needed 

Map 1. Access and Boundary Posting Needs 
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PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Fire Management (Issue 2-9) 

A fire management plan (FMP) has been developed for 
the Little Snake Resource Area. 

Maximum Suppression would be used on areas with high- 
resource values, structures, commercial forest, oil and gas 
developments, cultural values, improvements, etc. Buffer 
areas near or adjacent to critical management areas, such 
as threatened, endangered and candidate species, Colorado 
BLM sensitive plant species, and research natural areas, 
would require full protection. Maximum suppression may 
also be used in other areas to prevent fire from spreading 
to adjacent private property/structures. 

Minimum fire suppression would be used in areas with 
resources that are low in value or do not warrant full 
suppression actions and/or high suppression costs. Fires in 
the Douglas Mountain area (five Dinosaur-adjacent WSAs), 
Diamond Breaks WSA, West Cold Spring WSA, and Cross 
Mountain WSA, will be handled under this strategy. 

Prescribed fire would be used to improve resource habitat, 
condition, etc. Both planned and unplanned fires would be 
used. 

Wilderness (Issue 3-1) 

The Diamond Breaks Wilderness Study Area (WSA) 
would be recommended as preliminarily suitable for 
wilderness designation (Table 6). If Congress does not 
designate Diamond Breaks as wilderness, the Colorado 
portion of the WSA (31,480 acres) would be managed 
as a recreation management priority area; the Utah 
portion (3,900 acres) would be managed by the Vernal 
District according to existing management framework 
plans. (See the Draft RMP/EIS Wilderness Technical 
Supplement, Diamond Breaks No Wilderness Alter- 
native for more detailed discussion.) 

The Cross Mountain WSA (including the proposed 
Cross Mountain Canyon ACEC) would be recom- 
mended as preliminarily suitable for wilderness 
designation. BLM would recommend that the proposed 
Cross Mountain wilderness would remain open to oil 
and gas leasing with no-surface-occupancy stipulations 
(except for Cross Mountain Canyon ACEC,, which 
would be proposed for total mineral withdrawal). If 
Congress does not designate Cross Mountain as 
wilderness, the area would be managed as a special 
recreation management area (13,000 acres), including 
the Cross Mountain Canyon ACEC (3,000 acres). (See 
the Draft RMP/EIS Wilderness Technical Supplement, 
Cross Mountain Preferred Alternative, for more details.) 

3. The West Cold Spring WSA would be recommended 
as nonsuitable for wilderness designation. If Congress 
does not designate the area as wilderness, the Colorado 
portion of West Cold Spring would be managed as 
wildlife, recreation, and livestock management priority 
areas (total of 14,482 acres). The Utah portion of the 
WSA would be managed under the Brown’s Park 
Management Framework Plan. (See the Draft RMP/ 
EIS Wilderness Technical Supplement, West Cold 
Spring Preferred Alternative for more information.) 

4. Four WSAs being evaluated under Section 202 of the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA)- 
Ant Hills, Chew Winter Camp, Peterson Draw, and 
Vale of Tears-would be recommended as nonsuitable 
for wilderness designation but would be forwarded to 
Congress for the final decision. If Congress does not 
designate these areas as wilderness, they would be 
managed as follows (see Draft RMP/EIS Wilderness 
Technical Supplement, Preferred Alternative for each 
of these WSAs, for details): 

a. The northwest comer of Ant Hills would be managed 
as a forest lands priority area and the remainder as 
a minerals priority area. 

b. Chew Winter Camp would be managed as a minerals 
priority area. 

c. The north third of Peterson Draw would be managed 
as a minerals priority area and the remainder as a 
forest lands priority area. 

5. 

d. Most of Vale of Tears would be managed as a 
livestock priority area, and the other portiois in the 
northwest and southeast corners would be managed 
as minerals, forest lands, and soils/water priority areas. 

The Tepee Draw WSA, the fifth WSA being evaluated 
under Section 202 of FLPMA, would be recommended 
as nonsuitable for wilderness designation. If the 
Colorado BLM State Director drops this WSA from 
further consideration, it would be managed as a forest 
lands priority area. 

6. 

7. 

I-12 

WSAs would continue to be managed in compliance 
with BLM’s Interim Management Policy (BLM, 
Revised July 12, 1983) until they were reviewed and 
acted upon by Congress or the BLM Colorado State 
Director, as appropriate. 

Public land designated as wilderness would be managed 
in compliance with BLM’s Wilderness Management 
Policy and the Wilderness Act of 1964. Site-specific 
wilderness management plans would be developed for 
such areas after designation by Congress. 
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TABLE 6 

WILDERNESS SUITABILITY ACREAGES 

Wilderness Study Area 

Preliminarily 
Suitable Nonsuitable 
Acres Acres 

West Cold Spring 0 
Diamond Breaks 36,248 
Cross Mountain 14,08 1 

Dinosaur Adjacent North WSAs 
Ant Hills 0 
Chew Winter Camp 0 
Peterson Draw 0 
Tepee Draw 0 
Vale of Tears 0 

Total 50,321 

* 1,200 acre added to enhance manageability. 

17,682 
340 

0 

4,354 
1,320 
5,160 
5,490 
7,420 

41,766 

Natural History (Issue 3-2) 

1. The following sites would be designated to protect or 
enhance the values noted: 

a. Limestone Ridge ACEURNA (1,350 acres; remnant 
plant associations, Colorado BLM sensitive plant 
species, scenic quality). 

b. Irish Canyon ACEC, including the Ink Springs area 
originally evaluated for ACEC/RNA designation 
(11,680 acres; remnant plant associations, Colorado 
BLM sensitive plant species, geologic values, cultural 
resources, scenic quality). 

c. Lookout Mountain ACEC (6,500 acres; Colorado 
BLM sensitive plant species, scenic quality). 

d. Cross Mountain Canyon ACEC (3,000 acres; 
threatened and endangered species, Colorado BLM 
sensitive plant species, scenic quality). 

2. Activity plans would be written for each designated 
site. Each site would also be monitored. 

3. Remnant plant associations would be protected through 
avoidance stipulations in Ace-in-the-Hole, Hells 
Canyon, G-Gap, Vermillion Creek, Vermillion Bluffs, 
and Horse Draw. (An example of an avoidance 
stipulation can be found under Threatened/Endan- 
gered, Candidate, and Sensitive Plants [Issue 2-31.) 

4. Memorandums of Understanding or Agreement would 
be developed with the Colorado Natural Areas 
Program, the Nature Conservancy, and other interested 

.-agencies or groups for the purpose of providing 
recommendations on protecting, managing, and 
studying the unique resource values found in the 
designated areas and, as appropriate, elsewhere in the 
resource area. BLM would still have the sole 
management responsibility. 

Recreation (Issue 3-3) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

The Little Yampa/Juniper Canyon (19,840 acres) 
would be administered as a special recreation 
management area to provide unrestricted flatwater river 
floatboating in the region. The area would be divided 
into upper (4,480 acres) and lower (15,360 acres) units. 
Periodic use supervision would be provided. Access 
would be negotiated. Parking areas at put-in and take- 
out points and sanitary facilities would be constructed. 
A map/brochure would be developed to promote 
visitor health and safety, provide resource protection, 
and inform the public of available opportunities. 
Limited signs would be provided for information, 
direction, and interpretation. A Little Yampa/Juniper 
Canyon Recreation Area Management Plan would be 
developed. 

The rest of the resource area would be managed as 
an Extensive Recreation Management Area. Manage- 
ment actions to facilitate recreation use would be limited 
primarily to providing basic information on public 
safety, access, and recreation opportunities within the 
resource area. 

BLM lands within Cedar Mountain (880 acres) would 
be managed as part of the Extensive Recreation 
Management Area for environmental education, hiking, 
and viewing. Trails and signs would be provided for 
information and interpretation. Leasing of the shooting 
range site would continue, with stipulations for 
sanitation, visual design, and safety; more public use 
would be allowed. 

BLM lands within two areas on Cold Spring Mountain 
(approximately 27,600 acres) would be managed as 
part of the Extensive Recreation Management Area, 
primarily for hunting use. The areas would be managed 
under VRM Class II objectives to maintain scenic 
quality. 

BLM lands around Wild Mountain (approximately 
21,000 acres) would be managed as part of the 
Extensive Recreation Management Area, primarily for 
hunting use. The area would be managed under VRM 
Class II objectives to maintain scenic quality. 
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6. Access to public lands would be acquired as funding 
and time permit, in the areas listed in Table 7 and 
displayed on Map 1. 

TABLE 7 

AREAS NEEDING PUBLIC ACCESS Paleontological Resources (Issue 3-6) 

General Location 

Yahoo-Squaw Mountain/West Gilbralter Peak 
Long Mountain 
Bibleback Mountain 
Columbus Mountain 
Serviceberry Mountain 
Crooked Wash/Sagebrush Creek 
Danforth Hills (Escarpment Peak) 
Thomburg Mountain 
Clinker Knob/Coal Mountain 
Iles Mountain 
Williams Fork Mountains 
Pole Gulch area 
Four Mile and Willow Creek area (2 tracts) 
Calico Draw 
West Fork Good Spring 
Blacktail Mountain/Yampa River 
Wapiti Peak and areas south of the peak 
Elk Mountain 
Citadal Plateau 
North of Little Yampa Canyon 
Juniper Mountain 
Circle Ridge/Beaver Mountain/Piney Mountain/ 
Three Forks Mountain (scattered tracts) 
Routt National Forest adjacent parcels 
Axial (parcels) 
Total 

Public 
Land 

(Acres) 

10,240 
1,200 
2,220 
1,100 
2,800 

14,720 
3,000 
4,480 

10,000 
3,000 
3,000 
5,760 
5,640 
2,560 
1,600 
1,840 
1,600 
1,440 

640 
4,480 
5,000 

2,760 
3,680 
1,820 

94,580 

See Map I for general location of areas. 

Off-Road Vehicle Designations (Issue 3-4) 

Areas would be designated as open, limited, or closed 
to off-road vehicles, as shown in Table 8. (The map of 
the proposed plan shows the areas listed in the table.) 

Cultural Resources (Issue 3-5) 

1. All cultural resources would be managed, commensurate 
with the scientific values of the resource. 

2. An overall cultural resource management plan would 
be developed that addresses the prehistoric and 
historical cultural presence in the resource area. 

A program would be developed to systematically 
inventory, classify, designate, and monitor paleontological 
resources. 

Acquisition/Disposal Areas (Issue 4-l) 

1. The BLM lands in the resource area would be divided 
into general retention and disposal areas (see Map 2): 

a. Retention-all land tenure adjustment actions 
(including recreation and public purposes [R&PP] 
actions and exchanges), except sales under Section 203 
of FLPMA, would be considered on a case-by-case 
basis, if the public interest would be served. Section 
302 leases and permits would be allowed. Conveyance 
actions would be precluded in wilderness and other 
special mariagement areas. 

New policy revoking authority to authorize sanitary 
landfills would be applied. This policy is a result of 
potential federal liability associated with hazardous 
waste dumping on BLM-administered land. Should 
operators of existing sanitary landfills, authorized under 
an R&PP lease, choose to continue operation of the 
facility upon termination of the existing lease, land- 
tenure adjustments could occur. 

b. Disposal-land-tenure-adjustment actions would be 
allowed on approximately 6,670 acres of public land 
that meet the criteria for disposal under applicable 
authority (see Appendix 24 in the Draft RMP/EIS). 
This acreage includes land-tenure-adjustment actions 
(i.e., disposal by sale under Section 203 of FLPMA) 
for jhe existing BLM-authorized sanitary landfill sites 
near Oak Creek and Maybe11 located within the 
retention area. Section ,302 leases ahd permits would 
also be allowed. 

2. Acquisition of public land, would be pursued, based 
on identified resource values and needs (see Map 2). 

3. BLM would continue to review existing withdrawals 
and to make recommendations based on resource values 
and need. Other agency relinquishments would be 
processed promptly. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
National Park Service, and U.S. Forest Service 
withdrawals are not reviewable. (See Appendix 26 in 
this document.) 
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TABLE 8 

OFF-ROAD VEHICLE DESIGNATIONS 

Designation* Area Acres 
Percentage of 
Resource Area Purpose & Restriction of Usage** 

Open 
Limited (L) Cold Spring 

North Central 

998,009 

69,720 

50,350 

Cross Mountain 4,520 

Duffy/Isles Mt. 24,320 

Sand Wash 8,000 

permitted uses 

Lower Vermillion 
Creek Drainage 

Upper Vermillion 
Creek Drainage 

Irish Canyon 

2,900 

30,600 

11,680 

Lookout Mountain 6,500 

Cedar Mountain 880 

Wild Mountain 21,000 

Little Yampa/ 
Juniper Canyon 

19,840 

Sub Total (open) 

Closed (C) Diamond Breaks 

Limestone Ridge 

Cross Mountain 

Maybe11 tailings 

Matt Trail 

Sub Total (closed) 

Grand Total 

250,310 19 

36,240 3 

1,350 - 

14,081 1 

10 - 
- - 

51,681 4 

1,300,OOo 100 

77 

5 

4 

- 

2 

1 

- 

2 

1 

- 

- 

2 

1 

No special restrictions 

Recreation, wildlife habitat: 
existing roads & trails, seasonal 
closures, permitted uses 

Wildlife habitat: existing roads Kc trails, 
seasonal closure, permitted uses 

Wildlife habitat: existing roads & trails, permitted uses 

Wildlife habitat: existing roads & trails, permitted uses 

Fragile soils, deteriorating watershed: 
existing roads & trails, seasonal closures, 

Fragile soils, deteriorating watershed: existing roads 
& trails, seasonal closures permitted uses 

Fragile soils, deteriorating watershed: existing roads 
& trails, seasonal closures, permitted use 

Area of Critical Environmental Concern: 
designated roads & trails, permitted uses 

Area of Critical Environmental Concern: 
designated roads and trails, permitted uses 

Recreation area, eliminate conflicts between motorized/nonmotoriz.ed 
uses: designated roads & trails, permitted uses, 

Recreation area, reduce conflicts between motorized/nonmotorized 
uses: designated roads & trails, permitted uses. 

Special Recreation Management Area, reduce 
conflict between motorized and nonmotorized 
uses: designated roads & trails, permitted uses. 

Wilderness 

Research Natural Area: closed except for permitted uses. 

Wilderness 

Public health/safety 

Wildlife, recreation, public safety: closed 
to vehicle use. 

* See the map of the proposed plan. 
** Permitted use applies to (1) any nonamphibious registered motorboat; (2) any military, tire, emergency, or law enforcement vehicle 

while being used for emergency purposes; (3) any vehicle whose use is expressly authorized by the authorized officer, or otherwise 
officially approved, (4) vehicles in official use; and (5) any combat or combat support vehicle when used in times of national emergencies. 
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Major Rights-of-Way (Issue 4-2) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

No rights-of-way corridors would be formally 
designated. 

The existing and potential corridors identified as suitable 
in Table 9 and displayed on Map 3 would be considered 
open and would be preferred/encouraged routes. 

Specific areas unsuitable for major rights-of-way are 
shown in Table 10. 

Specific areas that would be sensitive for siting major 
rights-of-way are shown in Table 11. 

Minor rights-of-way would be processed on a case-by- 
case basis, generally guided by the criteria identified 
for major rights-of-way,. 

Rights-of-way would be allowed in all areas if needed 
to develop valid existing rights. 

Access, Boundary Marking, and Road 
Requirements (Issues 5-1,5-2, and 5-3) 

An access/transportation activity plan would be prepared 
that lists areas needing attention, types of access to be 
acquired, preferred and alternate routes, roads and trails 
to be closed or constructed, survey and support needs, and 
construction or maintenance guidelines. 

MANAGEMENT PRIORITY AREAS 

Management priority areas are geographic areas that are 
unique, significant, or unusually suited for development, 
management, protection, or use of a particular resource. 
Management priority areas were delineated for all public 
lands within the Little Snake Resource Area to identify 
how particular geographic areas would be managed and 
to provide a tool for resolution of conflicts (see map of 
the proposed plan). The discussions in this section of the 
different kinds of management priority areas and the map 
of the proposed plan should be used in conjunction with 
the description of management actions for a full understand- 
ing of the proposed plan. 

Management priority areas would be managed under the 
multiPle-use concept: lands would not be managed 
exclusively for the priority use or value, but for other 
compatible uses and values as well. In a few cases, such 

PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

as proposed wilderness designations, many uses would be 
restricted, but the majority of the management priority areas 
would allow most uses to continue. 

Environmental values would be considered and 
appropriately protected within all management priority 
areas. 

Management priority area boundaries depicted on the 
map of the proposed plan have not, in many cases, been 
located on the ground. Before specific activity planning 
decisions are made or project locations are determined, 
locations of the management priority area boundaries will 
be determined, to the extent necessary, based on the resource 
information that was used to place the boundary on the 
alternative maps. For example, a wildlife priority area may 
be based on critical winter range, and the boundary might 
be determined by a ridge line or a vegetative type; it may 
be necessary to make an arbitrary decision in the case of 
a gradual transition of actual use by wildlife. Management 
priority area boundaries or definitions of compatible and 
excluded uses may also be adjusted, based on new resource 
data or proposals for site-specific actions. Major changes 
would require a plan amendment. 

The management priority areas depicted on the map may 
include areas of split-estate (private surface over federal 
minerals), private, state, or other nonfederal lands. However, 
the management priority areas apply only to BLM-managed 
surface and federal mineral estate. On split-estate lands, 
management priority area designations indicate how BLM 
would manage the federal mineral estate; they would not 
dictate other surface uses unrelated to federal mineral 
development. None of the management priority areas apply 
to private, state, or other lands or minerals not managed 
by BLM. In addition, management priority areas do not 
supersede valid existing rights. Nothing on the map or in 
this plan should be interpreted as challenging those rights. 

Three kinds of management priority areas have been 
identified in the proposed plan: priority use areas, 
environmental value areas, and special designations. They 
are described separately below. 

Priority-Use Areas 

Priority-use areas are one of the three categories of 
management priority areas identified in the proposed plan. 
Land-use priorities addressed in the RMP and shown on 
the map of the proposed plan include coal, oil and gas, 
other minerals, federal mineral concern areas, livestock, 
wildlife, forest lands and woodlands, and recreation. Each 
use listed has specific areas identified on the map where 
it has been assigned as a priority for management. The 
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TABLE 9 

EXISTING. AND POTENTIAL RIGHTS-OF-WAY CORRIDORS 
,,., I 

_’ Existing Corridors 

No.* USe 

1 pipeline, electric transmission line, communication line 

2 electric transmission line, communication line 

3 multiple electric transmissionlines, communication line 

4 pipeline, multiple electric transmissiori lines, 
communication line 

5 pipeline, multiple electric transmissionlines, communication line 

6” electric transmission line, railroad, communication line 

7 communication line 

,8 ‘pipeline 
9 . . ptpeline 

Potential Corridors 

Suitability for Designation** 

suitable 

unsuitable--conflicts with coal, 
recreation, special management area 

unsuitable-conflicts with coal, 
low percentage of public land 

unsuitable-conflicts with coal, 
low percentage of public land 

unsuitable-low percentage of public land 

unsuitable-low percentage of public land 

unsuitable-low percentage of public land 

suitable 

suitable 

No.* Proposed use Suitability for Designation** 

10 p&line 

‘ii 
12 

13 

14 

$15 

electric transmission line 

pipeline 

&ctric transmission~line 

electric transmission line 

.electric transmission line 

‘16 coal slurry pipeline 

‘17 

18 

coal slurry pipeline 

Gal slurry pipeline, electric transmission line 

19 electric transmission line 

20 pipeline 

unsuitable--coal management priority 
area; low percentage of public land 

unsuitable-low percentage of public land 

unsuitable--coal management priority 
area; low percentage of public land 

unsuitable--low percentage of public land 

unsuitable-low percentage of public land 

unsuitable-reasonable alternative 
route previously established*** 

suitable-no major conflicts, 
follows #I above 

suitable-no major conflicts 

unsuitable-crosses sensitive and fragile soil 
and watershed areas, reasonable.altemate 
route established*** 

unsuitable-crosses sensitive and fragile soil and 
watershed areas and Dinosaur National Monument, 
suitable alternate route established*** 

suitable*** 

* Numbers l-7 and 9-19 are identified in the 1980 Western Regional Corridor Study. 

** Suitablility only relates to whether or not a corridor would either be designated or identified as a preferred/encouraged route. The 
I term “unsuitable” is not used to imply preclusion of new facilities, but rather to identify corridors which, under all alternatives, pass 

through an area containing those important resource values identified in the criteria spelled out in Chapter 1. These “unsuitable” 
corridors would usually be sensitive to the placement of new facilities and would be subject to the special stipulations referred to 
under each of the alternatives; they would generally be addressed on a case-by-case basis. They may also be considered utkitable 
if they cross little or no public surface ownership. 

*** Sand Wash Alternative - see Rangely Carbon Dioxide Pipeline Final Environmental Impact Statement, February 1985. 
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TABLE 10 

AREAS UNSUITABLE FOR SITING 
MAJOR RIGHTS-OF-WAY 

Percentage of 
Reason 1 Area Acreage Resource Area 2 

Wilderness Diamond Breaks 36,240 3 
Cross Mountain 14,081 1 

Research Natural Limestone Ridge 1,350 - 
Areas 

Area of Critical Irish Canyon 11,680 1 
Environmental 
Concern 

TOTAL 63,351 5 

1 Valid existing rights would be respected. 
2 1,300,OOO acres 

principles of multiple use and sustained yield would be 
maintained in each priority-use area. 

All priority-use areas would be open to coal exploration, 
subject to applicable laws and regulations, as long as it did 
not conflict with the priority use. Stipulations would be 
added to coal exploration licenses within any priority-use 
area to protect the priority use. 

Compatible uses are defined below for each priority-use 
area; incompatible uses, which are excluded, are minimal. 

Coal Priority-Use Areas 

Compatible Uses 

Most other uses could occur on coal areas, provided they 
did not conflict with the priority use. Investments in land 
treatments and improvement projects for .intensive 
management of other resources on BLM surface may be 
postponed until coal development is completed and the site 
is rehabilitated. Postmining land use on federal surface would 
be determined during activity planning or at the mine plan 
review stage. Uses that could occur on these lands are: 

Oil and @.s. Lands would remain open to oil 
and gas leasing. Concurrent development of oil 
and gas with coal would be allowed, as long as 
it did not result in a significant loss of federal 
coal or significant loss of oil and gas production. 
Any conflicts arising from concurrent oil and gas 
and coal development would be settled by the 
operators. 

Other Minerals Lands would remain open to 
exploration and development of other federal 
leasable minerals and to location of mining claims. 
Development of other federal leasable minerals 
and federal material sales would be allowed, 
provided they did not conflict with the develop- 
ment of coal. 

Livestock Grazing. Lands would remain open 
to livestock grazing until it conflicted with coal 
development. Intensive management practices or 
range improvement projects would be permitted 
only as long as coal development was not 
imminent. Reclamation efforts to replace livestock 
forage following mine abandonment would occur, 
if livestock grazing were determined to be the 
postmining land use. 

Wild1Q-e. Wildlife habitats, including threatened 
or endangered species habitats, would be protected 
by limits or restrictions placed on the development 
of federal coal, as the result of application of the 
coal unsuitability criteria. Loss of other important 
habitats would be mitigated. Management 
practices would be allowed on BLM surface, 
provided coal development was not imminent. 

Forest Lands and Woodlands. Lands would 
remain open to harvesting of forest and woodland 
products on BLM surface until it conflicted with 
coal development. When mining occurred, proper 
disposal of timber products would be required. 

Recreation. Lands would remain open to 
dispersed recreation until it conflicted with mineral 
exploration and development. Limited develop- 
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ment could be allowed in areas proposed for 
underground mining. 

Realty Actions. Realty actions could occur on 
these lands as long as they did not interfere with 
claim operations. 

Excluded Uses 

The following uses would not be allowed on other mineral 
priority areas: 

Recreation. Developed recreation sites would 
not be established in areas to be surface mined. 

Federal Mineral Concern Areas 

BLM has a number of concerns regarding important, 
unique, or fragile resources on split-estate lands where surface 
disturbing activities may result because of leasing and 
developing federal minerals. These areas are called federal 
mineral concern areas (FMCAs). The activity planning 
process will analyze environmental impacts of cumulative 
land use for all public lands, including FMCAs. Based on 
this analysis and the significance of the environmental 
impacts (both from and to oil and gas development), 
mitigative measures may be developed. This process is not 
an attempt to dictate to a private surface owner how to 
manage private surface. Any designation in either this 
document or the activity plan would not dictate pre- or 
post-mineral development land uses or any other uses 
unrelated to federal mineral development. 

These important, unique, or fragile resources can be 
protected with certainty only with the concurrence and 
cooperation of the private surface owner. Therefore, during 
consideration of leasing and development of federal minerals 
on these lands, efforts will be made to identify environmental 
concerns and solicit the input of private surface owners 
regarding management of federal mineral development 
activity on their surface; private surface owners are 
encouraged to become involved in the activity planning 
process. BLM’s actions will be consistent with the wishes 
of the surface owner, to the extent possible, but impacts 
to adjacent federal lands or resources, threatened or 
endangered species, or other resource values protected by 
nondiscretionary statues will be mitigated to an acceptable 
level, as approved by the authorized officer. 

Wildlije FMcAs 

Compatible Uses 

Uses that could occur in wildlife FMCAs are: 

Coal. Wildlife FMCAs would remain open to 
leasing of federal coal resources for underground 
mining within the coal planning area. Special 
stipulations could be added to new federal leases 
to protect or mitigate impacts to wildlife habitat, 
along with standard lease stipulations. 

Oil and Gas. Wildlife FMCAs would remain 
open to oil and gas leasing and development. 
Special stipulations could be placed on develop- 
ment of federally owned oil and gas resources 
within new lease areas to protect wildlife habitat, 
along with standard lease stipulations. BLM’s 
intent is to work with the private landowner to 
develop those special stipulations that are mutually 
acceptable 

Other Minerals Wildlife FMCAs would remain 
open to mineral exploration and development. 
Land would remain open to leasing other federal 
leasable minerals and federal mineral material 
sales, provided adverse impacts could be mitigated 
to an acceptable level. 

Other Uses 

All surface uses unrelated to federal mineral development 
would be determined by the surface owner. In the case 
of mixed mineral ownership, development of any nonfederal 
minerals would be determined by the owner of those 
minerals. 

Excluded Uses 

The following use would be excluded. from wildlife 
FMCAs: 

Coal. Lands would not be leased for develop- 
ment involving surface mining of federally owned 
coal. 

Soil and Water Resource FMCAs 

Compatible Uses 

.Development of federal minerals would be allowed 
provided that significant increases in sediment yield and 
salt loading or decreases in soil productivity and 
contamination of both surface and subsurface water were 
prevented or mitigated to an acceptable level. Special 
performance objectives may be applied in some areas that 
meet critical soil criteria (see Management Actions, Soil 
and Water Resources [Issues 2-5 and 2-61). 

Other Uses 

All surface uses unrelated to federal mineral development 
would be determined by the surface owner. In the case 
of mixed mineral ownership, development of any nonfederal 
minerals would be determined by the owner of those 
minerals. 
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TABLE 11 

AREAS SENSITIVE FOR SITING MAJOR RIGHTS-OF-WAY ‘\ 

Reason Area 

Percentage 
of Resource Type of 

Acreage Area 1 Restrictions 2 

Little Yampa/ 19,840 2 No major rights-of-way Special Recreation 
Management Area 

Area of Critical 
Environmental 
Concern 

Colorado BLM 
Sensitive Plants 
or Remnant Plant 
Associations 

Soil/Water Resources 

Cod 

Subtotal 

Not available 

Other Minerals Not available 

Juniper Canyon 

Lookout Mountain 

Horse Draw 690 
Vermillion Creek 200 
Ace-in-the-Hole 260 
Vermillion BlufTs 580 
G Gap 275 
Hells Canyon 280 

Portions of Vermillion Creek 
Drainage, and Sand Wash Drainage 

Buffalo Gulch/Twelvemile Mesa 
Little Snake River 
Sand Creek 
Conway Draw 
Deception Creek 

6.500 

2,285 

38,840 
4,ooo 

22,000 
zoo0 
1,~ 
Loo0 

68,840 

Not 
available 

Not 
available 

- 
- 
- 
- 

- 

3 
- 
2 

- 
- 
- 

5 

Not 
available 

Not 
available 

TOTAL 97,465 7 

unless associated with 
logical development of the 
Iles Mountain coal tract 

Avoidance stipulations 

Avoidance stipulations 

Performance standards, 
seasonal restrictions, 
avoidance stipulations, 
soil stabilization measures 

Avoidance of known surface 
mining areas 

Avoidance of known surface 
mining areas and known 
mining claims 

L 1,300,OOO acres 
2 Valid existing rights would be respected 
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Livestock Grazing Priority Use-Areas 

Compatible Uses 

Other uses would be allowed, provided impacts to 
livestock grazing or range management could be prevented 
or mitigated. Uses that could occur on these lands are: 

Coal Lands would remain open to leasing of 
federal coal resources within the coal planning 
area. In addition to standard stipulations, special 
stipulations could be added to new federal coal 
leases to protect vegetation and range improve- 
ments. 

Oil and Gas. Lands would remain open to 
federal oil and gas leasing and development. In 
addition to standard stipulations, special stipula- 
tions could be placed on development of federally 
owned oil and gas resources to protect the priority 
use within new lease areas. 

Other Minerah. Lands would remain open to 
federal mineral material sales and leasing of other 
leasable minerals, provided adverse impacts could 
be mitigated to an acceptable level, and to 
locatable mineral exploration and development. 

Wildl@. Lands would remain open to intensive 
wildlife habitat management or projects on BLM 
surface, provided they did not conflict with 
livestock grazing or range management. 

Wild Horses. Lands would remain open to wild 
horse use, provided that competition with livestock 
for forage did not occur. Wild horse projects or 
developments would be designed so as to not 
conflict with livestock grazing or range 
management. 

Forest Lands and Woodlands. Lands would 
remain open to harvesting forest lands and 
woodlands provided it did not conflict with 
livestock grazing or range management. Manage- 
ment practices designed to enhance livestock 
grazing would be emphasized. 

Recreation. Developed recreation sites could be 
established on these BLM lands, provided they 
were designed so as not to conflict with livestock 
grazing or range management. Lands would 
remain open to dispersed recreation, provided it 
did not conflict with livestock grazing or range 
management. 

Realty Actions. Realty actions could occur, 
provided impacts to livestock grazing or range 
management could be prevented or mitigated to 

an acceptable level. Land adjustments could occur 
where the public interest would be best served 
and where the specific criteria of applicable laws 
were met. 

Wildlife Priority-Use Areas 

Compatible Uses 

Uses that could occur on these lands are: 

Coal Lands would remain open to leasing of 
coal in the coal planning area. In addition to 
standard lease stipulations, special stipulations 
could be added to new federal leases to protect 
or mitigate impacts to wildlife habitat. 

Oil and Gas. Lands would remain open to 
federal oil and gas leasing and development. In 
addition to standard stipulations, special stipula- 
tions could be placed on development of federally 
owned oil and gas resources to protect wildlife 
habitat within new lease areas. 

Other Mineralx Lands would remain open to 
leasing of other leasable minerals and mineral 
material sales, provided adverse impacts could be 
mitigated to an acceptable level, and to locatable 
mineral exploration and development. 

Livestock Grazing. Lands would remain open 
to livestock grazing. Intensive management or 
projects on BLM surface would be designed to 
enhance wildlife habitat. 

Forest Lana!s and Woodlands. Lands would 
remain open to harvesting of timber on forest lands 
and woodlands, provided it did not conflict with 
wildlife habitat. Management practices designed 
to enhance the wildlife habitat values in these areas 
would be emphasized. 

Recreation. Lands would remain open to 
dispersed recreation, and developed recreation 
sites could be established on these BLM lands, 
provided they did not conflict with wildlife habitat 
values. Off-road-vehicle use in wildlife priority 
areas would be limited to existing roads and trails. 

Realty Actions. These could occur provided 
impacts to critical wildlife habitat could be 
prevented or mitigated to an acceptable level. Land 
adjustments could take place where the public 
interest would be best served and where the 
specific criteria of applicable laws were met. 
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Forest Lands and Woodlands Priority-Use Areas 

Compatible Uses 

Uses that could occur on these lands are: 

Coal. Lands would remain open to leasing of 
federally owned coal resources within the coal 
planning area. Special stipulations could be placed 
on new coal leases to protect or mitigate impacts 
to productive forest lands and woodlands. 

Oil and Gas. Lands would remain open to oil 
and gas leasing and development. Stipulations 
could be placed on new federal oil and gas leases 
to protect or mitigate impacts to productive forest 
lands and woodlands. 

Other Minerals Lands would remain open to 
mineral material sales and to leasing of other 
leasable minerals, provided adverse impacts could 
be mitigated to an acceptable level, and to 
locatable mineral exploration and development. 

Livestock Grazing. Lands would remain open 
to livestock grazing and range management, 
Grazing management practices and projects would 
be designed to be compatible with the growth 
and management of forest and woodland products. 

Wildlve. Lands would remain open to intensive 
wildlife habitat management or projects, provided 
they did not conflict with the growth and 
management of forest and woodland products. 

Wild Horses. Lands would remain open to wild- 
horse use. Wild horse projects and management 
practices would be designed to be compatible with 
harvesting operations or with other forest land/ 
woodland management actions. 

Recreation. Lands would remain open to 
dispersed recreation and developed recreation sites 
could be established, provided they did not 
interfere with intensive forest management. 

Realty Actions. Realty actions would be 
allowed, provided impacts to commercial forest 
land or woodlands could be prevented or mitigated 
to an acceptable level. Land adjustments could 
occur where the public interest would be best 
served and where the specific criteria of applicable 
laws were met. 

Excluded Uses 

The following uses would be excluded from forest product 
priority areas: 

Realty Actions. Actions that would take a 
significant amount of commercial forest land or 
woodlands permanently out of production would 
not be allowed. 

Recreation Priority-Use Areas 

Little YampaIJuniper Canyon SRMA 

Little Yampa/Juniper Canyon would be managed as an 
SRMA, divided into an upper unit (4,480 acres east of 
Milk Creek) and a lower unit (15,360 acres west of Milk 
Creek). The following compatible and excluded uses would 
apply to both units, unless otherwise noted. 

Compatible Uses 

The following uses could occur, subject to meeting the 
recreation and visual resource (VRM Class II) management 
objectives for the SRMA: 

Coal. The SRMA would remain open to leasing 
for underground mining of federally owned coal 
with no-surface-occupancy stipulations. 

Oil and Gas. The SRMA would remain open 
to oil and gas leasing, with no-surface-occupancy 
stipulations on new federal leases. 

Other Minerals, The SRMA would remain open 
to leasing of other leasable minerals for under- 
ground mining, with no-surface-occupancy 
stipulations, and to locatable mineral exploration 
and development. 

Livestock Grazing. The SRMA would remain 
open to livestock grazing, except within developed 
or intensively used recreation sites, and to intensive 

.management or projects if they were designed to 
benefit recreation and visual resource management 
objectives or if they did not conflict significantly 
with these objectives. 

Wild&e. The SRMA would remain open to 
intensive wildlife management or projects if they 
were designed to benefit recreation and visual 
management objectives or if they did not conflict 
significantly with these objectives. 

Off-Road Vehicles. Vehicle use would be limited 
to designated roads and trails, except as associated 
with valid existing rights; 

Realty Actions. Ownership adjustments would 
be allowed where they would help achieve 
recreation management objectives. Management 
of the upper Little Yampa Canyon unit would 
not preclude logical development of the Iles 
Mountain coal tract, if leased. Necessary rights- 
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of-way associated with development of the 
proPosed Iles Mountain coal tract would be 
processed through the established procedures, 
which might entail mitigation, including reciprocal 
rights-of-way. Rights-of-way would be allowed in 
either unit if associated with valid existing rights 
or permitted uses. 

Excluded Uses 

The following uses would not be allowed within the 
SRMA: 

Coal Lands would not be leased for develop- 
ment involving surface mining of federally owned 
coal. 

Other Minerals. Sales of sand and gravel and 
other mineral materials would not be allowed. 
Lands would not be leased for other mineral 
development involving surface mining of federally 
owned minerals. 

Forest La& and Woodlandx No timber sales 
or woodcutting would be allowed. 

Realty Actions. No new rights-of-way would be 
allowed, except as described under compatible 
uses. 

Cold Spring and Wild Mountain Recreation Priority A rem 

Compatible Uses 

Within the two Cold Spring areas and the Wild Mountain 
area, most uses would be allowed, provided adverse impacts 
to recreational values could be prevented or mitigated to 
the satisfaction of the authorized off&r. To eliminate 
harassment to wildlife, ORV use would be limited to existing 
roads and trails and permitted uses. 

Excluded Uses 

Coal No coal leasing would be allowed. 

Off-Road Vehicles. The Matt Trail would 
remain closed to vehicle use for safety. 

Cedar Mountain Recreation Prior@ Area 

Compatible Uses 

The following uses could occur: 

CoaL Cedar Mountain would remain open to 
leasing for underground mining of federally owned 
coal with no-surface-occupancy stipulations on 
new leases. 

Oil and Gas. Cedar Mountain would remain 
open to oil and gas leasing with no-surface- 
occupancy stipulations on new leases. 

Other Minerals. The area would remain open 
to leasing of other federal minerals for under- 
ground mining, with no-surface-occupancy 
stipulations on new leases, and to locatable mineral 
exploration and development. 

Livestock Grazing. The area would remain open 
to livestock grazing, except within developed or 
intensively used recreation sties, and to intensive 
management or projects if they were designed to 
benefit recreation and visual resource management 
objectives or did not conflict significantly with 
these objectives. 

Wildlife. The area would remain open to 
intensive wildlife management or projects, if they 
were designed to benefit recreation and visual 
management objectives or did not conflict 
significantly with these objectives. 

Off-Road Vehicles. Vehicle use would be limited 
to designated roads and trails, except as associated 
with valid existing rights. 

Realty Actions. Ownership adjustments would 
be allowed where they would help achieve 
recreation management objectives. Other actions 
would be allowed, if they were compatible with 
the recreation management objectives or subject 
to valid existing rights. 

Excluded Uses 

Coal. Lands within the Cedar Mountain 
recreation area would not be leased. for devel- 
opment involving surface mining of federally 
owned coal. 

Other Minerals. Federal mineral material sales 
would not be allowed and lands would not be 
leased for surface mining of other federally owned 
minerals. 

Forest Lana% and Woodlands. No timber sales 
or woodcutting would be allowed. 

Environmental Value Areas 

A second kind of management priority area identified 
in the proposed plan is environmental value areas, which 
contain important or fragile resources that may need special 
protection from surface-disturbing activities. Environmental 
values would be considered and appropriately protected in 
all management priority areas. Requirements for specific 
environmental values can be found in the Management 
Actions section. 
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Two kinds of soil and water priority areas have been 
identified specifically for management emphasis. No uses 
would be excluded in these areas, but all uses would have 
to meet the standards established under compatible uses 
below to protect soil and water values. 

Soil and Water Areas 

,Compatible Uses 

Other uses would be allowed provided that significant 
increases in sediment yield and salt loading or decreases 
in soil productivity and contamination of both surface and 
subsurface water were prevented or mitigated to an 
acceptable level. Restrictions could include no-surface- 
occupancy stipulations or special performance objectives in 
some areas that met critical soil criteria (see Management 
Actions, Soil and Water Resources [Issues 2-5 and 2-61). 
Uses that could occur in soil and water priority areas are: 

Coal. Lands would remain open to coal 
exploration, and within the coal planning area, 
to leasing of federally owned coal resources: 
Special stipulations could be added to exploration 
licenses and new federal coal leases, in addition 
to standard stipulations, to protect or mitigate 
impacts to soils and water (both surface and 
subsurface). 

Oil and Gas. Lands would remain open to oil 
and gas leasing. Special stipulations, in addition 
to standard stipulations, could be placed on 
federally controlled exploration and development 
activities within new lease areas to prevent or 
mitigate impacts to soils and water. 

Other Minerals. Lands would remain open to 
leasing of federal minerals and mineral material 
sales, provided adverse impacts could be mitigated 
to an acceptable level, and to locatable mineral 
exploration and development. 

Livestock Grazing. Lands would remain open 
to livestock grazing. Range management practices 
and projects would be designed to be compatible 
with soil and water values. 

Wildlif Lands would remain open to intensive 
wildlife management or projects, if they were 
designed to be compatible with soil and water 

Forest Lands and Woodlands. Lands would 
remain open to harvesting of timber on forest lands 
and woodlands, provided it did not conflict with 
soil and water values. 

Recreation. Lands would remain open to 
dispersed recreation and developed recreation sites 
could be established, provided they did not conflict 
with soils and water values. Restrictions could 
be placed on off-road vehicle use. 

Realty Actions. Actions could be allowed where 
the use of stipulations would protect soil and water 
resources. Land adjustments could occur where 
the public interest would be best served and the 
specific criteria of applicable laws were met. 

Fragile Soil and Water Areas 

Compatible Uses 

All resource uses and management practices would be 
compatible if the disturbing activity would not cause 
increases in soil erosion and/or sediment yield. See 
Management Actions, Soils and Water Resources (Issues 
2-5 and 2-6) for specific criteria. 

Special Designations 

The third kind of management priority area identified 
in the proposed plan is special designations, which are 
proposed wilderness areas, areas of critical environmental 
concern (ACECs), and research natural areas (RNAs). Areas 
designated as RNAs would also be designated as ACECs. 

Proposed Wilderness Areas 

Public lands that would be recommended to Congress 
as suitable for designation as part of the National Wilderness 
Preservation System are shown in the wilderness priority 
areas. As directed by Section 603(c) of FLPMA, public 
lands designated by Congress as wilderness would be 
managed under the provisions of the Wilderness Act. In 
general, wilderness areas would be devoted to recreational, 
scenic, scientific, educational, conservation, and historical 
values. 

values. 

Wild Horses. Lands would remain open to wild 
horse use. Wild horse projects and management 
practices would be designed to be compatible with 
soils and water values. 

In addition to the basic management authority in the 
Wilderness Act, management provisions may appear in the 
legislation establishing each wilderness area. Specific policy 
guidance on wilderness management is contained in the BLM 
publication, Wilderness Management Policy, September 
1981. 
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Excluded Uses 
Il. Ingress and egress to surrounded valid mining claims 

and other valid occupancies. 

Section 4(c) of the Wilderness Act prohibits certain 
activities: 

Except as specifically provided for in this Act, 
and subject to existing private rights, there shall 
be no commercial enterprise and no permanent 
road within any wilderness areas designated by 
this Act and, except as necessary to meet minimum 
requirements for the administration of the area 
for the purpose of this Act (including measures 
required in emergencies involving the health and 
safety of persons within the area), there shall be 
no temporary road, no use of motor vehicles, 
motorized equipment or motorboats, no landing 
of aircraft, no other form of mechanical transport, 
and no structure or installation within any such 
area. 

Exceptions. Sections 4(c), and 4(d), and 5 of the 
Wilderness Act provide special exceptions to the prohibitions 
in Section 4(c) by providing for the following: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Existing private rights. 

Measures required in emergencies involving the health 
and safety of persons within the area. 

Activities and structures that are the minimum 
necessary for the administration of the area as 
wilderness. 

Use of aircraft and motorboats, where. already 
established. 

Measures necessary for the control of fire, insects, and 
diseases. 

Any activity, including prospecting, for the purpose 
of gathering information about mineral or other 
resources, if carried on in a manner compatible with 
the preservation of the wilderness environment. (This 
includes mineral surveys conducted on a planned, 
recurring basis by the U.S. Geological Survey and 
Bureau of Mines.) 

Water resource developments authorized by the 
President, where it is determined that such use will 
better serve the interests of the United States than will 
its denial. 

Livestock grazing, where already established. 

Commercial services necessary for activities that are 
proper for realizing the recreational or other wilderness 
purposes of the areas. 

Adequate access to surrounded state owned and 
privately owned lands. If this cannot be provided, such 
lands are to be exchanged for federally owned lands. 

Proposed Aieas of Environmental Issues 

Lookout Mountain ACEC 

Compatible Uses 

In general, the Lookout Mountain ACEC would be open 
to other resource uses and management practices, as long 
as they did not conflict with the values for which the ACEC 
was designated. Avoidance stipulatiot& would be applied 
to activities when appropriate to protect these values. Vehicle 
use would be restricted to designated roads and trails, except 
for permitted uses. 

The avoidance stipulation, when applied, would 
incorporate wording to the effect that “the habitat of known 
populations of Colorado BLM sensitive plants and scenic 
values would be protected from human-induced activities 
whenever possible.” For Colorado BLM sensitive plants, 
the area of protection would include the actual location 
of the population and, if present, adjacent critical sites that 
affect their habitat. Valid existing rights would be respected. 

Excluded Uses 

Coal. No coal leasing would be allowed because 
the ACEC is outside the coal planning area. 

Irish Canyon ACEC 

Compatible Uses 

Irish Canyon ACEC would be open to most resource 
uses and management practices, as long as they did not 
conflict with the values for which the ACEC was designated. 
Avoidance stipulations would be applied to activities when 
appropriate to protect these values. Vehicle use would be 
restricted to designated roads and trails, except for permitted 
uses. Ownership adjustments would be allowed where they 
would help achieve ACEC objectives. 

The avoidance stipulation, when applied, would 
incorporate wording to the effect that “the habitat of known 
populations of Colorado BLM sensitive plants, remnant plant 
associations specifically identified, geologic values, cultural 
resources, and scenic quality would be protected from 
human-induced activities whenever possible.” For Colorado 
BLM sensitive plants, the area of protection would include 
the actual location of the population and, if present, adjacent 
critical sites that affect their habitat. Valid existing rights 
would be respected. 

Excluded Uses 

The following uses would be excluded in Irish Canyon 
ACEC: 
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Coal No coal leasing would be allowed because 
the ACEC is outside the coal planning area. 

Forest Lana% and Woodlands. No timber sales 
or woodcutting would be allowed. 

Realty Actions. Realty actions would not be 
allowed unless associated with valid existing rights. 

Cross Mountain .Canyon ACEC 

Compatible Uses 

Cross Mountain Canyon ACEC would be recommended 
for a total withdrawal from mineral entry. If a withdrawal 
were not obtained from Congress, minerals would be handled 
as described below. Valid existing rights would be respected. 

Oil and Gas. The ACEC would remain open 
‘to oil and gas leasing with a no-surface-occupancy 
stipulation on new federal leases. Avoidance 
stipulations to protect the specific values of the 
ACEC would be placed on applications for permit 
to drill for existing federal leases, consistent with 
lease rights granted. 

The avoidance stipulation, when applied, would 
incorporate wording to the effect that “the habitat 
of known populations of Colorado BLM sensitive 
plants and scenic values (VRM Class I) would 
be protected from human-induced activities 
whenever possible.” For Colorado BLM sensitive 
plants, the area of protection would include the 
actual location of the population and, if present, 
adjacent critical sites that affect their habitat. 

Other Minerals. The ACEC would remain open 
to locatable mineral entry but, where necessary 
and required by law or policy, exploration and 
development would be restricted to protect the 
values of the ACEC. The ACEC would remain 
open to leasing of other federal minerals for 
underground mining with no-surface-occupancy 
stipulations on new leases. Avoidance stipulations 
would be required for development of existing 
leases, consistent with lease rights granted (see Oil 
and Gas above). 

Livestock Grazing. The ACEC would remain 
open to livestock grazing and management. Range 
improvements wou!d be allowed, as long as they 
did not detract from the values for which the 
ACEC was designated. 

WildLife. The ACEC would remain open to 
wildlife habitat management. Wildlife habitat 
improvement projects would be allowed, as long 
as they did not detract from the values for which 
the ACEC was designated. 

Recreation. The ACEC would remain open to 
nonmotorized recreation, provided it did not 
interfere with the values for which the ACEC 
was designated. 

Realty Actions. Ownership adjustments would 
be allowed where they would help achieve ACEC 
management objectives. 

Excluded Uses 

Coal. No coal exploration or leasing would be 
allowed. 

Oil and GUS. If a mineral withdrawal were 
obtained, new federal oil and gas leasing would 
not be allowed. 

OtherMinerals. No mineral material sales would 
be allowed, and the area would not be leased 
for other mineral development involving surface 
mining. If a mineral withdrawal were obtained, 
no leasing, locatable mineral entry, or mineral 
material sales would be allowed. 

Forest Lands and Woodlands. No commercial 
timber sales or woodcutting would be allowed. 

Recreation. The ACEC would be closed to off- 
road vehicle use, except for permitted uses. 

Realty Actions. Realty actions, such as linear 
rights-of-way, would not be allowed, unless 
associated with valid existing rights. 

Limestone Ridge ACEURNA 

Compatible Uses 

Oil and Gas. The ACEC/RNA would remain 
open to oil and gas with no surface occupancy 
on new federal leases. Avoidance stipulations to 
protect the specific values of the RNA would be 
placed on applications for permit to drill for 
existing federal leases, consistent with lease 
rightsgranted. The avoidance stipulation, when 
applied, would incorporate wording to the effect 
that “the habitat of known populations of 
Colorado BLM sensitive plants, remnant plant 
associations specifically identified, and scenic 
values would be protected from human-induced 
activities whenever possible.” For Colorado BLM 
sensitive plants, the area of protection would 
include the actual location of the population and, 
if present, adjacent critical sites that affect their 
habitat. Valid existing rights would be respected. 

Other Minerals. The ACEC/RNA would 
remain open to locatable mineral entry. Where 
necessary and allowed by law, avoidance 
stipulations would be placed on development of 
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locatable minerals and leasable minerals under 
existing leases (see Oil and Gas above). No- 
surface-occupancy stipulations would be placed 
on new federal leases. 

Livestock Grazing. The ACEWRNA would 
remain open to livestock grazing and management, 
as long as they did not detract from the values 
for which the ACEC was designated. 

Wildlij’e. The ACEURNA would remain open 
to wildlife habitat management, provided it did 
not detract from the values for which the ACEC 
was designated. 

Recreation. The area would remain open to 
nonmotorized dispersed recreation, provided it did 
not interfere with the values for which the ACEC/ 
RNA was designated. 

Realty Actions. Ownership adjustments would 
be allowed where they would help achieve 
ACEWRNA management objectives. 

Excluded Uses 

Coal. No coal exploration or leasing would be 
allowed. 

Other Minerals. No mineral material sales would 
be allowed. 

Livestock Grazing. No range developments, 
projects, or treatments would be allowed. 

Wildlife. No wildlife habitat developments, 
projects, or treatments would be allowed. 

Forest Lands and Woodlands. No commercial 
timber sales or woodcutting would be allowed. 

Recreation. Neither developed recreation sites 
nor intensive recreational use would be allowed. 
No off-road vehicle use would be allowed, except 
for exercrse of valid existing rights. 

Realv Actions. Realty actions, such as linear 
rights-of-way, would be excluded unless associated 
with valid existing rights. 
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In the course of preparing this resource management plan, 
considerable formal and informal efforts have been made 
to involve the public, other federal agencies, state agencies, 
and local governments in the planning process. Several points 
of public participation are mandated by BLM regulations 
and, in addition, other opportunities have been provided 
for public comment. 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

The planning process began in June 1983 with issue 
identification. An initial mailing list of about 1,000 
individuals, organizations, and government agencies was 
developed so that all interested parties could be informed 
as the RMP evolved. The following list highlights the major 
public participation activites in preparation of the draft 
RMP/EIS. 

June 23, 1983-Nctice of intent to prepare Little Snake 
RMP/EIS, published in Federal Register. 

July 3, 1983-Mailer requesting public ‘comments to 
determine the scope of the RMP/EIS and identify 
issues; included call for coal resource information. 

July 18, 19, and 23, 1983-Public scoping meetings in 
Denver, Steamboat Springs, and Craig, Colorado. 

July 26, 1983-Request for mineral resource information 
(sent by RMOGA and IPAMS to their members at 
BLM request). 

February 24, 1984-Mailer requesting public comments on 
the proposed coal planning area. 

April 1984-Little Snake RMP Report #l (newsletter 
requesting public comment on issues and planning 
criteria). 

October 1984---Little Snake RMP Report #2 (newsletter 
informing public of preliminary RMP alternatives). 

October 23,1984-Supplement to notice of intent published 
in Federal Register. 

March 5, 1985-Meeting with various interest group 
representatives to discuss the proposed Preferred 
Alternative. / 

March 7,1985-Request for comments from March 51985, 
meeting participants on proposed Preferred Alternative 
as a follow-up to March 5, 1985, meeting. April 8, 
1985-Little Snake RMP Livestock/Wildlife Work- 
shop, involving representatives of the livestock industry 
and the Colorado Division of Wildlife, to obtain 
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proposals for wildlife and livestock numbers in the 
Preferred Alternative. 

September 21 and 22, 1985-Meeting with Little Snake 
RMP Workgroup to obtain proposals for any additiona 
alternative. No consensus was reached on a new 
alternative, but comments were provided on various 
portions of the preliminary draft RMP/EIS. 

March 6, 1986-The District Advisory Council sponsored 
a meeting to provide the public another opportunity 
to discuss the RMP/EIS and Wilderness Technical 
Supplement. 

April 29, 1986-Meeting with Rocky Mountain Oil and 
Gas Association to discuss the draft plan and their 
concerns about leasing and development of fluid 
minerals. 

June 20, 1986-Meeting with Environmental Protection 
Agency to discuss their comments and our responses. 

In addition, numerous informal meetings with individuals 
were held throughout the process, and many requests for 
specific information were responded to. Both the Craig 
District Advisory Council and the Craig District Grazing 
Advisory Board have been briefed about the status of the 
RMP on numerous occasions and their comments have been 
solicited. 

Informal consultation has been intiated with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service. A list of threatened or endangered 
species that could be affected by this planning effort was 
requested on October 2, 1985. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service responded on October 11, 1985, with a memo- 
randum furnishing a list of federally listed threatened or 
endangered and candidate species that may be within the 
area of influence of the RMP. This memorandum stated 
that “it is impossible through one consultation to render 
‘may affect’ or ‘no effect’ determination on all programs 
and activities that may be identified in the RMP/EIS” (see 
Appendix 25). We agree. A biological assessment will be 
prepared for activity plans or site specific actions that may 
be undertaken to implement the RMP and that may affect 
a threatened, endangered, or candidate species. 
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DISTRIBUTION LIST 

The Draft Little Snake Resource Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement was sent to the agencies 
and organizations listed below, as well as the companies, 
universities, congressional delegations, members of the Craig 
District Advisory Council and Grazing Advisory Board, and 
numerous individuals. 

Federal Agencies 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Federal Highway Administration 
Small Business Administration 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Agriculture Stabilization and Conservation 
Service 
U.S. Forest Service 
Soil Conservation Service 

lU.S. Department of Commerce 
U.S. Department of Defense 
U.S. Department of Energy 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
Western Area Power Administration 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
U.S. Department of the Interior 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Bureau of Mines 
Bureau of Reclamation I 
Minerals Management.Service (Offshore) 
National Park Service 
Office of Surface Mining 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
U.S. Geological Survey 

U.S. General Accounting Office 

Local Agencies and Governments 

Associated Governments of Northwest Colorado 
Daggett County Commissioners 
Lincoln/Unitah Association of Governments 
Moffat County Commissioners 
Moffat County Planning Department 
Northwest Colorado Council of Governments 
Northern Colorado Water Conservancy District 
Rifle Chamber of Commerce 

Rio Blanc0 County Commissioners 
Rio Blanco County Development Department 
Routt County Commissioners 
Routt County Regional Planning Department 
Uintah Basin Association of Governments 
Uintah County Commissioners 

State Agencies 

Colorado Department of Agriculture 
Colorado Department of Health 
Colorado Department of Highways 
Colorado Department of Labor and Employment 
Colorado Department of Natural Resources 
Colorado Division of Wildlife 
Colorado Forest Service 
Colorado Mined Land Reclamation Division 
Colorado State Historic Preservation Officer 
Colorado Water Conservation Board 
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 
Utah Oftice of Planning & Budget (State Clearinghouse) 
Utah State Historic Preservation Officer 
Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality 
Wyoming State Planning Coordinator’s Oftice 

Organizations 

American Canoe Association 
American Horse Protection Assn., Inc. 
American Petroleum Institute 
American Wilderness alliance 
Audubon Society of Western Colorado 
Big Horn Jeep Club 
Club 20 
Colorado Cattlemen’s Association 
Colorado Council of Professional Archaeologists 
Colorado Guides and Outfitters Association 
Colorado Historical Society 
Colorado Mining Association 
Colorado Native Plant Society 
Colorado Open Space Council 
Colorado Wildlife Federation 
Colorado Wilderness Network 
Colorado Wool Growers Association 
Environmental Defense Fund 
Environmental Policy Institute 
Friends of the Earth 
Grand River Institute 
Independent Petroleum Association of the Mountain States 
National Audubon Society 
National Organization for River Sports 
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National Wildlife Federation 
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. 
Nature Conservancy 
Northwest Rivers Alliance 
Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association 
Routt-Moffat Wool Growers 
Sierra Club 
Southwest Wyoming Industrial Association 
Wilderness Society 
Upper Colorado Environmental Plant Assn. 
Utah Mining Association 
Utah Wilderness Association 
Western Colorado Committee for Public Access 
Western Colorado Congress 
Wildlife Management Institute 
Wyoming Wildlife Federation 

In addition, copies of the draft document were mailed 
to individuals on our RMP/EIS mailing list. 

LIST OF PREPARERS 

Roy S. Jackson 
Area Manager, Little Snake Resource Area 

Glenn Sekavec 
Assistant District Manager for Planning and Environmental 
Assistance 

Carol A. MacDonald 
Team Leader 

Duane Johnson 
Program Manager 

Terence R. Loyer 
Planning Coordinator 

Beverly Kolkman 
Editor 

Michael Albee 
Wildlife 

David J. Axelson 
Economics, Social Values 

Steve Bennett 
Technical Coordinator (Natural History, Recreation, 
Cultural Resources, Wilderness, Economics, Social Values, 
Coal Unsuitability) 

David Cooper 
Recreation, Wilderness 

John S. Denker 
Threatened/Endangered/Candidate/Colorado BLM Sensi- 
tive Plant Species, Natural History 

Johnathan W. Dodt 
Recreation 

Janet Hook 
Coal Geology 

Gary HOwe 
Technical Coordinator (Wildlife, Threatened/Endangered/ 
Candidate/Colorado BLM Sensitive Plant Species, Soils, 
Water Resources, Forestry) 

Marilyn K. Kastens 
Soils, Water Resources 

Henry S. Keesling 
Cultural Resources 

Russell W. Kraph 
Soils 

Ole Olsen 
Climate and Air Quality 

Mary M. Pressley 
Writer/Editor 

Vernon 0. Rholl, Jr. 
Lands/Realty, Access/Transportation, Technical Coordina- 
tor (Geology, Mineral Resources, Air Quality), Cartographer 

Mary J. Ryan 
Word Processor 

Greg Shoop 
Oil and Gas 

Kelly L. Sparks 
Technical Coordinator (Fire, Wild Horses, Vegetation, 
Livestock Grazing) 

Edwin M. Zaidlicz 
Forestry, Recreation, Wilderness 
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RESPONDENTS Comment 
Number Individual, Group or Agency 

List 1 
Speakers at Public Hearings 

Comment 
Number Individual, Group or Agency 

A-l 
A-2 
A-3 
A-4 
A-5 
A-6 
A-7 
A-8 
A-9 
A-10 
A-11 
A-12 
A-13 
A-14 
A-15 
A-16 
A-17 
A-18 
A-19 
A-20 
A-21 
A-22 
A-23 
A-24 
A-25 
A-26 
A-27 
A-28 
A-29 
A-30 
A-31 
A-32 

Denver,‘CO - March 10, 1986 

Kirk Cunningham 
John Wade 
Eleanor Von Bargen 
John Norton : 
Tony Met-ten 
Tom Easley 
Connie Albrecht 
Doug Rebotham 
Rocky Smith 
Mary Boldt 
Susan Martin 
Dianne Andrews 
Dorothy Cohan 
M.P. Steinkamp 
Mike Figgs 
Dave Allured 
Earl Jones 
Robert Ripple I 
Nicholas Brown 
Roger Fuehrer 
Gingy Anderson 
Linda Batlin 
Martin Walter 
Lawrence Papp 
Matthew Duhaime 
Joe McGloin 
Pam Hoge 
David Walder 
Rosalind McClellan 
Virginia Castro 
Tamara Wiggans 
Diane Witters 

B-l 
B-2 
B-3 
B-4 
B-5 
B-6 
B-7 
B-8 
B-9 
B-10 
B-11 
B-12 
B-13 
B-14 
B-15 
B-16 
B-17 
B-18 
B-19 
B-20 
B-21 
B-22 
B-23 
B-24 
B-25 
B-26 
B-27 

C-l 
c-2 
c-3 
c-4 
c-5 

Craig, CO - March 12, 1986 

Tom LeFevre 
Mark Pearson 
Hugh Newton. 
Sam Rinker 
Louise Miller 
Bob Lyons 
Ed Talkington 
Dean Visintainer 
Charles Sis 
John Randloph 
Wright Dickinson 
Dan Randolph 
Gerald Culverwell 
Rich Atkinson 
Dale Kruse 
Tom Kourlis 
Barry Smith 
John Peroulis 
Bill Agnew 
Mick Harvilla 
Wayne Sowards 
Mike Frazier 
Tom Beachman 
Conrad Zwanzig 
John Raftopoulos 
John Worthington 
Gary Tubman 

Vernal, UT - March 13, 1986 

Neal Domgaard 
Mike Goddard 
Will Durant 
Dave Kennell 
Stephen Borton 
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PUBLIC COMMENTS 

List 2 
Letters 

Letter 
Number Individual, Group or Agency 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
2.l 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 

George Early, BLM Lands Foundation 
David Simpson 
Kirk Koepsel 
Robert Fink, Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation 
R.P. Bloodworth 
Glenn Gade 
Jayne Fishburne 
Paul Tosetti 
Lorraine Lane 
John F. Reed 
Dusty Wright MacDougall 
Steven M. Bortz 
John Spezia 
Richard A. Curtis 
Joni Ellis 
Mitchel W. Little 
Mike W. Crosby 
Janet Thew 
Mark E. Udall 
Lary Compos 
Gloria Barron 
Bruce Mohr 
Rosemary Prindle 
Bill Brooks 
Randy Kennedy 
Norm Mullen 
Judy Capra 
USDI, Bureau of Reclamation 
David A. Hill 
Mary L. Kamer 
Stan Ferris 
Paul Rea 
Virginia Castro 
Harley Orahood 
Todd Robertson 
Nina and Arval Johnson 
Cindy Taylor 
Ben W. Thompson 
James R. Guadagno 
Mark Collier 
Brad Cameron 

Letter 
Number Individual, Group or Agency 

42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 

61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 

M.S. Rosser 
Mike Peterson 
Sam Rinker 
Carol McCord Dix 
Ronald Vick 
Luke S. Erdoes 
Robert Tubbs, Jr. 
Will Durant, Uintah Mountain Club 
Department of the Air Force 
Diana Grunig 
Chrystiane Wiederrich 
Stephen Pomerance 
Janna J. Harper 
Lorraine Lane 
Andrew McConkey 
Steven Kelton 
Elizabeth Atto 
Carol P. Stewart 
Clifton R. Merritt, American Wilderness 
Alliance 
John M. Ritchey, Ft. Lewis College 
David Lucas 
William R. Haase 
Larry Mehlhaff 
Laurie Thayer 
Pat Tierney 
Gerald L. Culverwell ’ 
Jeff Nelson 
Stella Marker 
Frances W. Brown 
Michele K. Whitaker 
Del Owens 
Thomas Patrick 
Philip Ellgen 
Jim Durham 
Gary L. Thor 
Tony Merten 
Peter M. Robinson 
Joseph J. Krieg 
Nina Churchman 
Robert E. and Thelma Tubbs 
Bruce M. Stevens 
Daryl Anderst 
Jeanne Wylie Torosian 
Dr. & Mrs. Glenn Cushman 
Tina Gregory 
Jon Sirkis 
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Letter Letter 

Number Individual, Group or Agency Number Individual, Group or Agency 

88 
89 
90 
91 
92 
93 
94 

95 
96 
97 
98 
99 
100 
101 
102 
103 
104 
105 
106 
107 
108 
109 
110 
111 
112 
113 
114 
115 
116 
117 
118 
119 
120 
121 
122 
123 
124 
125 
126 

127 

128 
129 
13G 
131 

Eric Johnson 
Susan Kasprick 
William M. Folger 
Lynn Cudlip 
Lyle R. Moss 
USDI, National Park Service 
Thomas E. LeFevre, Moffat County 
Commission 
Jim Allard 
Ed Talkington 
Clay Johnson 
Mark Person, Sierra Club 
Sharyl Kinnear 
Garry L. Miller, Centennial Gold Corp. 
USDI, Bureau of Mines 
Robert P. Smith 
Susan Tucker 
Jeanne T. Hemphill 
USDI, Geological Survey 
Robert D. Brockhaus 
Henry G. Wright 
Sally J. Cole 
G.M. Barrow, Texaco 
Chris Seitz 
C.R. Cole 
James W. Thayer, Grand Mesa Boat Works 

Allen Moore 
Susan Schramm 
State of Colorado, Division of Wildlife 
Mark A. Brun 
Petition (10 signatures) 
Kirk Cunningham, Sierra Club 
Thomas F. Rome 
William Agnew, Trapper Mining Inc. 
Bruce Pendery 
Jane Kenyon 
John E. Cove11 
Petition (64 signatures) 
R.L. Andersen, Amoco 
William L. Baker, University of Wisconsin, 
Madison 
Alice I. Frell, Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas 
Association 
M.M. Flesche, Chevron 
Teresa L. Platt 
Douglas and Catherine Halm 
Christopher W. Riley 

132 
133 

134 
135 
136 
137 
138 
139 
140 
141 

142 
143 
144 
145 
146 
147 
148 
149 
150 
141 
152 
153 

154 

155 
156 
157 

158 
159 
160 

161 
162 
163 
164 
165 

166 
167 
168 
169 
170 
171 

Lawrence A. Papp 
Rick Hammel, American Motorcycle 
Association 
Michael J. Kellett 
Eldon Kuney 
Robert E. Schreiner 
Paul T. Petersen 
Dan Randolph 
Rosalind McClellan 
Paul Krabacher 
Thomas E. LeFevre, Moffat County 
Commission 
L. Gary Visintainer 
Judy Moffatt 
John C. Parks 
Kathy Hands 
Edward G. Horn 
Connie Albrecht 
Amy Brockhaus 
Hermina G. Kilgore 
Barbara W. Irwin 
Steamboat Motorcycle Club (86 signatures) 
R.G. Atkinson, Colowyo Coal Company 
David Alberswerth, National Wildlife 
Federation 
Dean Visintainer, Northwest Colorado Rancher 
Assoc. 
Northwest Terrain Tamers 
Moses Jochabed 
Steve Rafiopoulos, The Routt-Moffat Wool- 
growers Assoc. 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Cathryn R. Clark 
Katharine K. Newton and Gerols S. 
Hollingsworth 
M.P. Steinkamp 
Stacy House 
USDI, National Park Service 
Michael Gregory, Sierra Club 
State of Utah Natural Resources, Wildlife 
Resources 
Ellen Eakins 
USDI, Office of Surface Mining 
John Eakins 
Garry L. Miller, Centennial Gold Corp. 
Susan S. Martin, Colorado Native Plant Society 
Diana L. Langdon 
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Letter 
Number Individual, Group or Agency 

172 
173 
174 
175 

176 
177 
178 
179 
180 

181 
182 
183 

184 
185 

186 

Joseph G. Hall 
Robert S. Clark 
Susan S. Martin 
Danni L. Langdon, Audubon Society of West- 
ern Colorado 
Kenneth R. Bevis 
Dave Pendery 
Kathy L. Towner 
William L. Armstrong, U.S. Senate 
Nicholas Brown, University of Colorado Wil- 
derness Study Group 
Michael L. Strang, House of Representatives 
Lydia Garvey 
State of Colorado, Department of Natural 
Resources 
Robert F. Mueller 
Roland Fischer, Colorado River Water Conser- 
vation District 
Albert E. Camilletti, Moffat County 
Commission 
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PIJSLIC MEETING HELD !4IARCil 12, 1986, AT CRAIG. COLORADO, 

FOR TllC UNITED STATES "E?ARTmKT OF INTERIOR, BUREAU 

OF LT,XD MANAGEIENT TO RECEIVE INFORMATION AND COWIENTS 

ON T,,E AUEQCACY OF THE DRAFT LITTLE SNAKE RESOURCE 

WiNAGEHENT PT,AN AVD TIIE IVILD~RNSSS TECI!NICAL SUPPLEMENT 

TO THE RESOURCE MANAGEMELT PLAX. 

Nancy Lutz Schurman 
Court Reporter 

Box 4512:345 Sixth Street 
Steamboat Sprinys, Colorado 80477 

Telephone 879.8070 

: ’ 

this reporr, they said. leave it *s it is, and 12 prr- 

cent, they said decreese it. 'hats; 30 percent wanted 

3 1 the increase, so there you got two to one to leave it 
4 

as it is or take it away. Thank you. 
5 

HR. LITTRELL: Thank you, Hr. LeFcvre. Are 
6 

7 there any other elected officials in the house who would 

8 I 
like to make comments this evening? Okay, our next 

9 speaker will then be,Mark Pearson representing the 

10 : Sierra Club. 
I 

1s 

17 

18 / 

MR. MARK PL‘ARSON: My name is Mark Pearson. 

My address is P. 0. Box 204, Grand Junction, Colorado 

other forms of enjoyment of public lands. I'm going to 

19 iocus my comnents on a few specific items in RMP 

20 
righC. now and I'11 send in written, more specific con- 

21 
merits ht il later time. 

22 
I wanted to compliment SLY on its wilderness 

23 ; 
i rccomnendation in favor of Diamond Breaks. WC support: 

14 

DLM's recommendation and its bounddrics for that wilder- 

,,ess study area; howe"er, we're rxtrentrly disapPi"tcd I 

I by the wilderness recommendation for Cross Mountaill. 

I.. 

we feel that i.t is not supported by any sort oi 

.J 

3 

r -. .- Bl8 / 
Are there any questions on the hearing procedures? If 

there is, I'll answer them now. 

We'll then proceed with the presentation. 

Again, I want to say. please begin your oral statements 
I 

by st*.ting your name, address and the organization that 

you represent, if there is any other than yourself. 

Our first speaker this evening, we want to give elected I 

officials the first opportunity to spedk first, and I 

will ask you to come forward, and I understand that Tom 1 

LeZ'e"rc is the elected orficial who does want to spfdk i 

this evening. Tom, if you'll come forward. By the 

way, before Turn starts, I do have three cards o"cr here, 

and I will be holdirrg then up so you'll have an ideb 

of how much tine you have left to speak. 

XR . THOw~S E. LeFEVRE: I'm Tom LeFevrc, a ; 

Moffet County commissioner. The Moffat County Commis- 

sioners want to go on record tonight to keep the Cross 

1Y0untai.n Canyon in the multiple use. WC figure that 

there's an energy source there that WC can't take away 

from our kids and their kids, *rid ye want that on the 

record. While I'm up here, read some nunbcrl off the 

report that Mike Strang sent out. He asked the pcoplr 

in his districL, what do you think about, or do you 

27 want to increase wilderness, leave it as it is, or 

28 decrease it? Fifty percent of these people that anwere 

-- -~--- .. -1 

B 2o I 
I 

substantive reasoning. In fact, "bat SL?l ,,a* put in ‘he! 

document is flimsy and Lransparent. The BL?! has I 

emphasized minerals to an extreme amount in this manage-l 

merit plan. cross Mountain, as SLM should know, is with- 

out a doubt one of the preeminent wilderness candidates 

7 in Colorado sue to its combination of unequaled recrea- I 

8 tion, wildlife, ecological and scientific "alues. There; 

9, are no other areas in Colorado which offer the range of i 

10 : recredrional opportunities from white-water boating to 

11 I 
hunting to caving. There are no other areas which offer; 

wildlife habitat for such a diverse range of big game 

anlnals such as big horn sheep, antelope, deer and elk. I 

subject to the economic downLurns of the mineral indust=? 

- ..---- - 

There are ,,o other areas which are hoee to a5 m.~.ny 

cndnngered species of fish, birds and planLs as is 

Cross nountain. 

Agai,,st these ducumented wilderness-rclaLed 

"alues ULM offers speculative, unproven oil and gas 

~~S~l-"CS, reserves which are confirmed by no publicly- 

available published data. llow can "LM expect us as the 

public to swallow the hugely inflated dollar figures 

of the RNP for unknown and unproven resources? 

There is noL similar rreatment given to the economic 

value of recrcotion on public lands. Recreation is one 

of Lhe major growing industries in Colorado and is not 
I 



qualifications there. I'm also raLhcr surprised that 

Cross Mount*in wasr;'t included in it. It's 0"" 0: the 

most ur.iyue areds in the whole craiq District. LikC 

Mark said, it has, iL'5 One Of tne only rireas in the 

state where you cdn fLnd till four major big game -- we1 

you C.5" find all four spccics of Lhe big qd.ne here in 

Colorado, the antelopc,'the deer, Lhc elk, the big born 

st,ecp. I don't think that Lt.e multiple use dusignaiinn 

would -- you know, it would offer some protectio~l. but 

it would still allow the oil and gas uxp1orntion in thn 

*==a, and right ROW 1 Lhink that would destroy the 

wilderness volucs that i:re thcrc currently. It would 

destroy some of the wildlife chardctrristics. I BOli'L 

think big horr. sheep would stick arout:d too :onq around 

..- ..- -.-- -. ..-.. -~- ---- 

-. - - -.. 
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Resource Xanagemcnt Area is classified *s unsatisfactory 

! 
) with another 33 pcrcenr thrit hasn't even been looked ) 

into closely, and only 30 percent of it wzs rated ds 

satisfactory. So the inventoried area, that's more than 

50 percent of iL is rated under satisfactory. 
s" I thinf 

I there needs to be something done or looked into as Car 

811 as sestricLions as :ar as Lhc grazing, and I've scen 

now, as far as the riparian habitat, 1 feel 

that ther needs to be something done to ProtecL some 

of that from the over-grezing, Rossibly some fencing 

or something like that. Right now the cottonwood stands 

aren't coming back. n lot a: the shrubbery and the 

likes haven't been, you know, it's j"st not reproducing. 18 ! 

I 

T'YO seen dress on private land in North Park which 

19 have been fenced and the riparian habitat is in quite 

20 
good condition there. Maybe something like that could 

21 
be implemented hcre. 

22 
I looked into the economics of the oil and 

23 I 

24 
yils in this area. C"rrelltlY, or 1Y80 figures, 1.1 

25 / percent of the pcogle in the district or approximately ! 

26 ,160 people were employed directly with the oil *.nd 

27 gas rtrca. That's o"t of 14,660 people. And in 1986 

28 thry'rc going to be closing bctwccn 2- and 4000 producing 

r -- - -. -- ---- .- -- _ .-- 
B2;1 

: i ',I' 

I 
Maybcll. 1'n a rancher. I live in that area right 

hcross the nountain, I guess. ble've heard commenLs 
3 I 

here tonight on the amo"nL of gene that are on Lhat 
4 
:, ( mountain. If you want to go down there any time of Lhe 

r I 

day you can co"nL the, in the wintertime, the gsme in 
I 

my fields from ten o'clock till noon, Lbe elk arid the 

deer. They do not eat on Cross !.lo"ntain; they eilr on 

ny fields. If you want to check, 1 can 5.~~0 prove it. 

Hy folks have been there since the turn of 

the century, and I agree on some of that rdnyc in the 

condition tbaL Lhe range is in, but we dre taking Lhe 

blame for this, and wiLhin my lirctime I've seen as 

many as 7GO head of extra L‘BttlC in there that were no1 

permitted, and there was I;D way we could gc1. rid of 

Lht?lll. There W&S no legal way 01 nroving them, atid when 

WC Lake the blanc for what somebody else does, I think 

is ’ I 
you're getting o"t OF line. 

20 

21 
Since I have had control of that. I've had the 

land in there Chat’s leased, the lease that belongs Lo 
22 

23 
Boqlcs Rarcss (spelling phonetically), and I will 

74 challenge anybody to prove that that range has gone 

25 downhill. As far as Cross Mountain being different, 

76 having different type Of thiRgs, as fdr *s geology, 

2' I there's some gcological that are *vailoblc no where 

28 
else in the world, but as far as the difference in the 

- - .._. ._. 

B26 i 
oil wells. So with that type or a trend, it seems that 1 

I the wilderness dcsignaiion would be in order for Cross 

Mountain. 

I also support your ACtC for Irish Canyon, 

support the Limestone Ridge RNA, support your wilderness 

dcsignoLion for Little Juniper Canyoh or Little Yampa 

C=llY"~,, and I'd like to Lhank you for the time. I'11 

also be sendinq in a wriLtcn comment or a written state- 

ment Lo supplenent this. 

MR. GLEN SEKAVEC: EXC”SB me, IlUg,,, I have a 

question. There are il lot of miles of ripbiriln 

habitat ifi the I.ittl& Snake Resource Area, the LiLLle 
, 

Snake and other tributaries. You spoke dbo”L the 

hohi Lat. DO you have specific areas in mind. or in 

your written commcntb, will you provide Lhcm to us? 

TrR. HUGH XEWTON: I will put them in the 

written comments, if you'd like. 

MR. GLEN SEKAVCC: P"t in those specific area* 

xl?. LlUGH NEWTON: YES. One of the areas I'm 

thinking of is along the Little Snake, be north Of 

Little Park, in that area Lhcre, be the west side of 

cross Mountain rrom 318 south actually. 

MR. LITTKELL: Thank you, Hugh. Is there any 

other questions from the panel? Sam Kinker. 

HR. SAM RINKBR: 1,171 sam Rinker. I'm at Box 

B= 
Iivcstock or the habitat, thero'r, 2 considerable area 

in Lhdt part of the world theL is that same tY?e, and 

the main purpose as far as I can see in your wilderness 

arca is not to protect the wilderness, which T am for, 

if you'll do it strictly to protect the wilderness area, 

but to provide recreation for sombody, and right now you 

hdve recreation available in Dinosaur National Park and 

9 nobody is "sing it because we have complaints from the 

1" Barks Service that it should be changed Into a perk 

11 system, we could get more people "sing that wilderness 

wilderness drea for rocredtion in an arc.% where they ore 
14 

15 

is 

17 

18 

not “sing it now. Tha!lk you. 

:.IH. LITTRELL: Any questions of the panel for 

SiiUl? Thank you. Sdrn. The next individual will be 

Louise ?liller rrprescnting herself. 

HRS. LOUISB MTLLER: ny name is Louise Miller, : 

20 ; addross is 41380 Highway 13 Korth. Craig. I’M repre- 1 

71 I 
senLiny only myself. I will address only the Cross 

22 
Wountdin queslion. 

23 
1 desire throc characLcristics in any proponenL~ 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

in all proponents, of whatever. Rumber one is honor. 1 

A gbrirration "go Lharr WC15 a pro~,"5‘11 LO build ECh" P‘llk, 

dam in the hearL 0: Dinoseor Ndtiondl Mon"mCllt. In I 

resolution of the motLer the opporlents of the dan, I 



1 the conservationists, mtidc a concession: they would 

2 ' I 
never oppose the develop:aent of the .Iuniper-cross 

1 / Yountain areaS. The ilzdustrialists, government rnd 
I 

other proponents of Lhe dom also mado a concession: 

0 ! 
they did not build the da-. I wish that the present- 

7 day conservationists would honor the commitment of their 

8 I fathers and leave off their objecLior,s to dcvclopment 

9 of tllc cross Ilountain arca. 

7" Mumber two is honesty. I have in my hands 
1 

11 two ?ublicniions: Peak and Prnrie, the publioation of 

12 : 

13 
the Sierra Cl"b Rocky M"u,,tai,, Cilapter, and i> rclcosc 

from the Colorado Environsentnl Coalition. 
14 

obviously, 

1.5 
"nc or the other committed plagiaris?! because identical 

16 wordinq is found in both. But back to my desire for 

17 honesty. One of the renarks made is, to qu"Le, MCr"ss 

18 INountain is home to dr;telope, nule deer and elk, perhap I 

the only place in the state where all of these big ganw 

::I . animals are found together." Many ranchers in Moffnt 

21 
County have dll thcsc three species on their property. 

22 
Xumber three is courtesy. 

21 I and prarie: 

Quotlny from Peak 

"For ULM to recommend against wilderness 

for Cross Yountain makes n mockery of any credibility 

26 the wildcrncss study program might have llod and 

27 indicates the drptlls to which tt,e agency's supposed 

ZR 

l- 

profressiono: im~oriiality has sunk," end of quote. 

..-.. ..-- .--. .-. _- ..__ 

I 
MR. I.1TTREr.T.: 1 would Like to limit this just 

I. 

Lo ""mr.ents it this Lime, Mr. Lyons. we will ildve 

available afLer the hearing -- 

IKR. LYo?Is: Well, 1'11 IlInk. d co;:5mcnt "I, tt,e 

direct route then. I ax opposed to putting Lhis, 

these areas into the wilderness. 1 think iL st,"uld be 

mainLaincd in a multiple USC fashion. Host of ihcse / 

people that operdte on this i)ubliL- land, forest .nd RLM. 

do a reasonably qood job OT Laking "arc of ii, and I 

they’ve turned 50 IUCI: rccredtion into these hiqh 

countries and the forest in the summertime that the 

these wiiderness areas. They aren't there: tl:ey're 

on private ground all the tine, and 1 think the presenL 

economy of the United SCdtes of Rmerica. they're putting 

too damned much emphasis on recreation, and T am 

oppossed to adding any more wilderness to most of 

these areas. There's SOIll of them Lhcy Inight P"L * 
I 
; 

little bit more into, but 0.5 far i*s going to ill1 the 

‘rouble and expense, I thil?k the frdernl yovernalrnt 

would bc if lot better off if they'd spend a little bit 

more Of that money trying to fix up water il"Lcs and 

such or1 BLK ground. Thank you. 

!,,R. i,.I'l"rR$LL: I5 thrrc any questiox?s of the 

pane1 of XI-. LYORS? thank you, Mr. Lyons. Ed 

..----.--. J 

, The B1.H personnel hd.s toured the, or traversed the 
I 

: area -- can't road my own writing -- has Lraversed the 

5 area by foot and motorized vehicle. has listened to cars 

L 
and trucks traveling on nearby hiqhwtiys and roads. has ' 

6 

i 

6. 

10 

II 

II 

;j / 

14 i 

1.5 

viewed development that can bc seen in ar:d around the j 

art?<,. The all-purpose advisory committees have viewed 

the arca, studi.ed n*.;,s, researched pasl. .,nd probable 

cuture ac"elop~enL. Such activity does not make o 

mockery of the credibility of Lhc BLK. but the StaLcment 

I've 5ust quoted does indicate discourtesy and also 

dishonesty. 

The desire for wilderness ilas to be bLilanccd 

ngainst the desire and even the riced for Lhc drvelopmcnt 

OF ~.atural r~sourccs for ealinq, heating. housinq. 

c,"thi!,y and Lravel inq and recreation of types .Ivailablej 

ir. non-wilderness irreas. T agree with the decision of ! 

the AI.H. I 

m. r.1~7REr.L: Is there ocy questions from 

I.oui.50 fro? the panel? Thank you, tws. t.tiller. Uob 

LY"115. 

F!R. SOL3 r,.YONS: Vy name is Bob Lyons. Most 

of the people in hcrc know me. Ry address is 729 Green, 

Street, Crrliq, Colorado. 1've goL kir.d of some ques- 

tions for this gentleman right Rcre on s"D2 C"PllnM2ntS 

28 ’ 

1. 

he made iL he cares to answer Lbem. 

.__. ---- ---. - 

- -.- --. ---, 
832 j 

1 Takkington. 

2 MR. ED TARKIKGTOW: t4y r.ane's Ed Takkington, 

592 stout Street here 111 Craiq. 1'~ just here on zy 

own. I'd first like to applaud the Diamond Breaks 

designation as a wilderness area end would like to see 

the Cross Mountain Canyon bc designated as a wilderness 
7 

g-8 area. 0 
I don't think the Eultiplc use would go for 

o cnougb to protect Chdt very unique and bcoutiful canyor:, 

10 alld that's about it. 

II ?I,<. I,,TTRsLL: nny questions of nr. T*kkington 

12 Thank You, Ed. nc.511 Visintoiner. 

1s 
NT?. VISINTRINER: X'y lidnels Dean Visintainer. 

14 
My nailinq address is P. 0. BOX 395, Craiq 81626. I'll 

15 

'6 
have 83 wriLten statement. later. I've got a short 

torment to make toniqht ori the R!;I?, and I might 

start off wiLt, your opening statement that this is a 

comprehensive land USC plan. My interpretation of 

what an RHP is that it ded1.s with canaging and ! 

allottinq the rrso"rces on public lands. I think that 

you cover some of our privnLe land wiLh different 

designations and throuqh conversations you have changed1 

some of these, one in particular to FXA and some to ) 

water ana, or soil and water. This affects our ability 

to make Q Livi;lg on the land. It affects the am""nt 

of money that we ixave to spend in the community, 

--. .- -..- ..___ 



:I .' 

I Lb~nb tF,at by your designating this, even though at 

the botto? you have = comment that this applies to the 

3 
' mineral esLat.c only, somf of the asp covers private land 

6-9 4 
where we owl! the mineral interests. I think iL's a 

J 
I 

6 
I step on our use of private lands and * ~llean* of control 

i some .day do-d" LhC road. 
I 

8 I 
HR. L1TTREI.L: Is there any questions of the 

9 j Pil"el Of oean? I 
10 MR. POLFOR": What area rlrc you talking about? : 

11 ! MR. "1SINTAIN"R: N0rL.h of Craig, Township I 

12 
j 8 NOTL+, 9 tiorth. 

13 
MR. JOHNSON: Doall, 

I 

14 
you';e tillking =bout the ! 

15 
! ones whore wr show submineral estate? 

I 

I6 MR. "TSINTAINER: YCS. 

Ii MR. JOHNSON : ArId that we al.30 show a concern 

18 for soil and water? I 

19 I MR. "ISINTAINER: *es. You do both. YOU have 
20 

I part of it on soil and water, p=rt of it on FWCA. I 
21 ! 

MR. 3011NSON: Okay. 
22 

MR. "ISINTAINER: 
23 

But you didn't delincdte 

24 in any of your m=ps, even your smaller mans, the f=ct 

25 you didn't delincilte our priviltc mineral rights. 

16' MR. LITTRELL: Thank you, De=ll. Charles Sis. 

27 MR. CLlnHLES F. s1s: Xy name is 'Chuck Sis. 

I My address is 2611 County Road No. 30 here in Craig. 

--- - -. .__. -. J 

Thank you. 

NR. LITTRELL: Any yuesLions of Mr. Sis? 

Thank you. .T"hn R=ndol?h. 

E!R. JOHX KANImI.PH: My name is Zohn Randolph, 

BOX 95, Steombo=L Springs, Colorado. I =m representing 

i / 

1 

) 

1 

NorLhWc2st Rivers Alliance, an enviror.mcnt.31 con*umer 

citizens group irr Steamboilt Springs. T-n young and 

healthy and not flabby; however, I believe there are some 

wilderness values that haven't been discussed tonight 

other than recreation. What T'd like to mention is thtit 

Cross Mountain, Diamond Bresks, Cold Springs, rind all 

the Dinosaur contiguous wildcrrlevs study arcas =re being 

rcconnended for wilderness or not, but they were con- 

sidered for wilderness because of wilderness qualities 

that do not neces5aril.y mean their ability Lo sustain 

recreatioc by recre=Lors. The== v=lucs include the 

wildlife, water quality, plants, the geology, etc., 

and whether or not somebody is recreating on these =re=s, 

these qualities ore best protecrod by wilderness design=! 

tion in many instances. 

I'd like Lo go on record =s happy with the 

Dianond nreilks Iccoinmendntion. T think it's = good 

recommendation, ond I like the boundary. T think the 

Cold springs reuomnendation is terrible. co1 d springs 

Yountoin is a very unique sre=. The wildlife on Cold ! 

___--.. ___.- 

r- _---. -__- .- .--. B34 1 

I d=Ln L think I w=s qoinq Lo talk, so I don't have = ‘11. , 

2 ;pre~=red statement. 1 would jusL like to cocnend the 

SD? on their desiqnotions 2s they hQVe. 1 would like Lo 

go on record, ~'1" lust representing myself, as being 

oppossed to the desiqnntion of the Diamond Breaks =re= 

as a wsn area. 1 Lhink the UT.# is doing n very good job 

keeping its tnultiple use, and 1 Lhink that's the way 

that the DLW propcrtics ought Lo bc. 1 very strongly =m 

opposed to the desigrution of the Cross Mountain =re= 

as a wsn area. I think, =galn, as somebody mentioned 

that if we don't hove the need Tar the power and the 

energy todi?y. we will in Lhe fllture. 

Aqain. as somebody's already stated, there is 

sufficient recreation opportur:ities for those that go 

in for that sort of thing. 1 like to hunL and fish. 

I like to see wild game. I think every rdncher here 

would consider himself to be an environnentolist. If 

he Wusn't, he wouldn't be protecting himsalf for the 

future. 

1 would like to make mention th=t it scerls thati 

everybody who's in favor of this -- .and I used to be 

thnt way myself -- is very young and athletic. I'd like 

to cnution you that someday you're not going to be th=L 

way. You’re qoing to be old and flabby, and you're 

going to have LO look at wh=L your =cLions are Lodoy. 

..--- ..__.. .___. -_ - 
i 

the et=te if not in the country. Cold Springs is being 

recommended for oil and gas developncnt and for qrazing 

=nd then jusr a part of it for wildli,'e, buL any part of 

it could be developed ior oil =nd gas, or.d I think that 

could severely hamper the wildlice, Lhc water quality i! 

Ltcavor Creek and many Of the feaL”res that are “&I there 

: now , including the huntiny. The area S"pp"l-ts a trophy 

elk are=, which under current prilctices might not last. 

1 also believe Lhat the Cqld Springs Wilderness. 

: Area should include the east portion ill1 the wily to 

Irish Canyon. 1 know thaL was dropped earlier and Lhcre’s 

nothing SLM can do about it now, but I'd like Lo go on 

record as supporting that and, hopefully, that can still 

hoppen. Cross Yountain should ills0 be wilderness. A 

larqe majority of the public Support= it, even though I 

know in this roan there =rc meny locnl people who do not 1 

SupporL it, statewide it's i+ very popular =re=. 

Probably no other place in the state of RLM areas 

represents wildemcsa v=lues =s well 05 Croe= Xountain 

does. I've been up there many, many times, all times 

of the year, an? =m continu=lly =m=zed nt wh=t Cross 

Hountlirl has to offer, not just i1.5 a plilce for me to 

reoruate but ii= d ,,lncc r-hat supports incredibly diverse 

and healthy wildlife, birds, fish =nd other wilderness 

L- - -. -- -.-._ .~- ..A 
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Nountain Conyor. is the best that can bc done administra- 

tively, but it does nor protect rhc canyon from ddxinis- 

triltive changes, and T Lhink d wilderness designation 

1 i values. 
* I The proposed recreation nanaqement ilred does I 3 

not sufficiently protect these features where oil and 
4. 

gas development could take place and ruin a lot of 
B-11 5 

those values. The ACi‘C reconmcndation for the Cross 
6 

for the Whoie =re= is the only plausible design=Lion 

for Cross .rlount=in. 

I d;>plaud Lhe LIL!4 Tar rrcomnenclinq Lhe Little 

Yampa Canyon for il recreation designation: boucver, I 

believe they should also consider it for wild and 

scenic river desiyn*tion. The ilrea's bccominy more 

and more popular with boaLrrs. It supports 0 very 

healthy wildlirc popularion and I thir:k it would help 

the tourism economy in Craig. uL!d's heavy bias towards 

oil and yes developmenL I believe Takes a mockery of 

the nultinle use concept. Oil ar:d gas is very 

inportent both nationally and regionally; howcver, 97 

percent of the oil =nd gas minerdl lznds within the 

resource area are "per. to oil and gas developmeot, and 

to use that as an excuse for not recommending Cross 

Wountnin as a wilderness area is ridiculous. AlSO 

it's been used both in Cold Springs and Cross Mountain 

.._.. I 

B39 
C"l"?CS.d". 1-m representing my outfit, my ranch. Lazy 

VD Land =r.d Livestock. I first "ant to say that I have 

I the feeling that ir. the over=11 plan book that WC have 
L 

here, the Little Snake Reeource E!=n=gement Plan and 
5 

Environmental Impact Statement, th=t it is basicirlly 
6 

geared to the non-paying users of the federal lander 

not the paying entities. 

I nlso would like to point out inconsistencies, 

and to uee one specific example, "hen they gut the 

boundary of tile Cold Springs Ir‘SA, they ==!I= South until 

they hit an old "=gon rood, and they said that wee the 

first infringement of man so that w.ss the boundary. If 

we cross south into the Diamond Brenke nrca, there's ; 

onother, ea?e rood th=L went to = bornestead Lhdt "il.5 ' 
I 

never proved up on, the s=me kind of road, =nd they chos 

to ignore that ar.d bring the boundary cie=r to the 

wildlife fence boundary. I only point that out as one 
I 

of many inconsistencies. 

I was asked -- I'm going to dddress no" the I 

special nanayemcnt =rc=s, and I was ilsked by the RLH to 

have breakfast with the bo=rd of directors of the 
24 

Colorado Nation=1 iire= Progr=me. 'This is two years ago, 
25 

16 
and WC met with them dnd discussad the various areas 

21 that are addressed here, Irish Cnnyon, Hink (spelling 

28 I phoncticolly) Springs, I.inesrone Ridge, Vermillion Creek, 
I 

B38 ; 

not to recomncnd for wilderness because they could not 1 

develop water for big game. p=rLicul=rly big horr. shoop 

herds, which I think is a ridiculous ~rgunent for not 

designating wilderness. 

I think the Irish Cilnyon ACEC is good protectioh 

of geologic rind nrcbeologic features; bowever, OS I 

said earlier, T think the Cold Springs Wil.derncss Ared 

should extend all the way to Irish Canyon. AS "=s 

mentioned eilrlier, overgrazing on RX.1 l=!:d is = problem, 

and over 50 portent of the grazing land inventory is 

considered une=tisf=ctory by the UI,Y yet no reductions 

in A"M's are proposed. I think ~hrrc's a problem there. 

The alternatives coneidercd in this W!!p 

do r.ot necessarily give you the combinutions that could 

be used for the preferred olternotivc, and I believe 

other combinations of resource priorties could be 

developed, and I also would like to yo on record 85 

supporting the fact that riparian =re=e should be 

federally protected from overgrazing by either fencing 

or wt,iltcver. Thank you. T "ill supplemenL this with 

a written report. 

MR. LITTRELL: Th=nk you, John. Are there any 

questions from the sane1 for John? Wriynt Dickinson. 

!.,R. WRIGHT DICKINSON: My nax is Wright 

Dickinson. I live at 1483 County Rood 10 Xorth, Naybell. 

I. 

-... 
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I 
I Vermillion Bluffs, Lookout Kountain, Gee Gap and etc. 

2 The people that were there told me that they thought 

the pl=nts that you have on your endaogered list "ere in 

good shape and that in this particular c=ec our cattle 

graze ir: those areas, and as T have been told by the BLM, 

they plan not to fence these, and I =pplaud them in that 

8 / because I think we have been taking good c=re of these 

9 areas. 

Something that bothers me, at the end of every 

paragraph Of these they say remaining stands are 

threatened by livestock grazing. I'n quoting no" Lirnc- 

stone Ridge, and in here one plnce they say Limestone 

Ridqr is a critic.?1 winter range for elk and hie been 

ider:tified =e an elk concer:tr=tion area, yet there is 

no, in the, at the end of nny gariigraphs of =ny of these 

special management =rc=e have you said anything about 

=ny di:m=ge by wildliFe. Always WC come back to the 

rcnitining stands or-c threatened by livestock grilziny. 

'That's an untr"Lh. 

Orkce again, the people that were brought here, 

this Board of Directors of the R=tur=l Arc=e Program. 

felt thilt they were in good shanc, and tbo reason that 

25 i they are in good shape, we ds users 01 the federal riinge 

27 take I'ride in taking care 01 this 1=nd, and it's our 

a livelihood. and if you think we're ooing Lo abuse it, WC 

I 
I L- 



B41 1 

3 

4 / 

5 I 
6 ’ 

’ I 

just don't do that, and if anybody doubts that, they're 

welcome to tour any Of these areas, and there's proof on 

the ground that they haven't been abused. 

MR. LITTHELL: You're down to Q minute, Mr. 

Dickinson. 

MR. DICKINSON: Okay. With Lhat I'll close. 

8 MR. LITTRCLL: Is there any questions from the 

9 / panel oi Mr. Dickinson? Thank you. Dan Randolph. 

2 

3 

5 

6 

MR. DAN RANDOLPH: My name is Dan Randolph, 

sax 1057, Steamboat Springs. I also would like to say 

about Cold Springs, the elk herd there is a trophy elk 

herd, and I think the wilderness designation should be 

given to it. I think the Irish Canyon ACEC is good as 

well as the Limestone Ridge WA. 1 wish it was more, 

but those are good. 

On Cross Mountain I'm an adamant supporter for 

wilderness designation. T think iL's an incredibly 

unique ared for all the rca~one that hove been said by 

j everyone else up hcrc. There have been Lhrce dry wells 

in the area recently, and there's been no proven 

resources there, and since that's the main reason for 

setting it aside as riot wS.4 seems weak. and leaving it 

as a recreational manogcment area leaves it open to 

future pressures by developers. 

I also want to stress that the reasons for 

B 43 
had a request or two. Maybe WC could all kind of stand 

up and stretch and take about a five-minute recess, get 

a drink oi water and come back and go dgain. 

(A short brcdk in the proceedings was 

taken, after which the following transpired:) ! 

MR. LI'I'TRELL: I'11 no" call Gerald Culverwell / 

up to testify. 
I 

IR. GERALD CULVERWELL: I’m Gerald Culverwell, 1 
I 

BOX 505, Craig 81626. I represent myself. I'm con- ! 

cerned about the recreation designation of the Little I 

Yampa conyon. It seems Lhat this places a land use 

designation on the dccdcd land that surrounds or borders. 

AS a landowner in the arca, this concerns ne because of 

possible condemnalion. This plan states for the possible 

acquisition of land or right-of-way by trades and 

doesn'r give much room for settlement, in my opinion. 

There's also the need of, for maintenance 

rcscrvations should this become n designation because 

of the Duck Mountain Tunnel and other private land in I 

the middle of this designation. This designation would / 

also restrict the use of livestock, thus reducing the : 

nonetary income for the "I.M. The Flat River water is 

the main considernLion hare. There's a lot of the sane i 

Lype or recreation around the area. 

r\s for Lhe riparian boundaries, it's not 

.._ 
B ‘;-I 

wilderness and the protection are not for rccrcation ! 
I 

nCcess.drily. Its wilderness designation is to protect I 

wilderness for non-human life as well, and the parts of 

Dinosaur National Hor.ument that are used arc the canyons 

and the canpsitcs. You can hike half a mile further 

than that and iL's not used, but in LhaL hrlf mile you 

see evidence of overuse even though it's well controlled 
1 

So recreation to any larqe extent is dangerous in some 

of this area, which mean?. that it needs to bc more 

protected, more reason for it to be wilderness. And 

the same as energy use for future generations, so is 

wilderness, so is protecting the different for.ns of 

life other than human life, and just like our future 

generations, we'll nerd cncrgy, they also will need 

other wildlife around them. 

1 also want to say the Vale of Tc~rs, which is 

one of the areas that is being dropped, and if it is 
I 

not considered now will not be considered in any other 1 

form. I think it's a very unique area dnd very I 

beautiful, and it's incredibly fragile. 
I 

I Lhink if it : 

is not protected, it can be destroyed quite easily, and / 

since it is bordering on the monument, it adds much 
I  

protection for the monument as well. I 

MR. LITTRELL: Is there any questions of MT. i 
! 

Randolph from the panel? Thank you. Mr. Randolph. we'& 
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possi.ble to fence the area because of the wildlife in 

the arca. There would be more damange done by the elk 

and deer than ever by *wildlife, or by livesLock. 

I'm opposed to the canyon recreation because 

of the possible. possibiliLy of the Juniper Dam somcwhe 

in the future. If this should come about, 011 of this 

just adds cost to the taxpayers and consumers alike. 

It seems to me that Lhis whole study is slanted toward 

the USC or the freebies rather than the payinq public, 

which is the livestock, oil and gas people, the nine 

operators. forestry opc?rators. I think everybody that 

uses public land should have to pay for it. I don't 

czrc if it's Lhc Division of Wildlife, the hunters, 

hikers, recreationists, wilderness users, whoever, 

everybody should have to pay for it. Thank you. 

MR. SEKAVECK: I have one question. Jl?rry, 

you said on the private land in Lhe middle of your 

staLeme"t, you said somethinq about that the private 

lands around the Little Vampa Canyon were covered with 

a designation? 

MR. C"L"ERwELL: I have some land in the 

25 : middle of that, Lhrcc different tracks up and down the 

! 
76 , river and Lhat bordered on the north. 

27 MR. LITTRELL: Any Other questions of the pane 

28 Thank you, Mr. Culvcrwell. Rich Atkinson. 

L .---.  
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MR. RICHARD ATKINSON: Hy name is Richard 

Atkinson. I represent Cob-wyo Ccal company whose I 

address is 5731 State Highway 13, Meeker, Colorado. 

Cola-Wyo Coal Company employs approximately 400 people 

at a mine that is between Craig and Meeker. we mine I 

in excess of 3 million tons a Year of federal coal 

from the Cola-lye mine. Cola-Wyo is committed to pro- 

tecting the environment while economically mining coal, 

which has been evidenced by numerous environmental 

awards. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on 

this R!.!P, and I will reiterate some of the comments 

that we made informally earlier this year. We do 

appreciate sane of the changes that were made in 

resr~olrse Lo those informal comne"ts and for the effort 

that the Bureau of Land Maniigemer:t nas made in obtainin 

public comments on this document. we will provide 
20 

specific comments prior Lo Hay the 9th to follow up on I 
21 

my genera1 comments. 
22 

23 

24 have jusL beard. This document has d derinite negative 

25 approach and outlook towards those who derive their 

26 

27 

28 

9 

1” 

i 

1, 

6-17 
12 

further, these areas that are designated for coal develop,- 

merit would be very much hampered by the adjacent areas 

8 thst are being designated for wildlife habitaL, soil and 

water protection or recreation. The row should 

address the necessity to allow rrtir:si)ortation corridors 

for coal areas througn other iUP mar;agL?ment ?.I-CdS 

in order to transport coal to market, provide Lransmis- 

' 13( i sjon lioes, water supply access, access for employar*, 

livelihood from Lhe public lands, industries which 

! 

provide thousands of jobs in northwestern Colorado and 

generate millions of dollars of rentals and royalLies 

_ .-- -- -- -- 
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merit , and while this stems like a lot of acreage, there's 

a lot of that that doesn't have any coal under it, and 

14 
and supplies and srrviccs. 

15 
We object to the USC of the visual resource 

16 

17 
management classifications LhoL assume Lhat any aoLivitY 

lR 
by nan will produce a negative visual imp.act regardless 

19 of, irrugardless of its location. While this m*y repre- 

20 sent a purist attitude. we believe that it does noL 

21 I reflect the views of the general public and particularly 

22 
the residents of northwesLern Colorado. Further, ir. 

23 

24 
) areas where ILO minrablc reserves exisC, we do nol. desire 

that coal be designated a?, the primary land use. Like- 

we encourage the RLM to continue to take the same 

approach towards wilderness designation. If iL 

doesn't meet the wilderness criteria, we don't believe 

- - . . -  - - - -..J 

. _. , 

r--. .- -- - 

to the general ,x,blic, half of which comes back to the 

State of Colorado and a portion of which comes to the 

local counLier. WC feel tbdt those who derive their 

livelihood from the public land and who gcnerdte these 

revenues shoald receive a more fair treatmenL. A,,Y 

negdtive impacts from coal development have been magni- 

fied in this document while beneficial impacts and 

economic impacts and impacts of energy produciion are 

essentially ignored. contrary to other comments receive 

tonight, this document hinders more than it enhances I 

any future con1 development. 

We object to the designation of the Upper 

I,ittle Yampa Canyon unit as a special recreation manage- 

ment area. we do not believe Lhar the section of, the 

river from rhe confluence of rbe Williams Fork River to 

the confluence of the Milk Creek would qualify as 

eligible for protection as a management, for protection 

management as a special recreation area. Since the 

Bureau of Land Managmant only controls a narrow strip 

of land in this area, there's already power lines and 
23 

numerous roads, a major railroad. numerous agriculLura1 
24 

25 
improvements, which would make it far from th(3 semi- 

26 primitive designation that it has received. If Lhis 

27 change is not made, we will bc compelled Co Protest 

28 tnis document in this area. 

L...- ..- _ ._ .-. .--. .~ - -.--1 
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it should be designated as such. 

I would like to add that I've ?ersonallY SPellt 

a lot of time on Cross Mountain and that I agree. I 

Lbi,k it's an interesting area, but it's far from I 

reaching the wilderness cri.teria. Thank you. 

MR. LITTRELL: Are there any questions of the 

panel for !4r. Atkinson? 

I 
MR. SEKAV~C: You said that marlagemelrt pro- 

tection areas should not be designated for coal where "0 

13 

14 

15 

15 

17 

18 

I 
19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

2P 

25 i 

26 
27 
28 

1 

coal exists. DO you folks tiind other coal industry in 

Lhe area have information to supplement our information 

to help us delineaLe those areas wnere coal exists? 
I 

XR. ATKINSON: Well. some of it just could be 

obtained from the qenerdl geology maps that hove been 

prepared. and I'm s"re that you have them. The areas 

that you block o"t, these large areas of coal pnrti- I 

cularly north of Craig that there's no coal that would 

be mined there in the foreseeable future. I think 

that the information that we would have would be the 

same information that the ~lureau of Lar:d Mar;agment 

already has. 

MR. SEKAVEC: Okay. Thank you. 

MR. 1.IT'rREI.t: nny other questions of the 

panel? Dale 'KT"5‘2. 

MR. DALE KRUSE: My name is Dale Kruse. I 

/ 



1 I live and work'in Craiy. I represent a qroup of people 

2 ' in Craiq c*lled Friends of the Yampo, and we're B group 

R I thdt is trying to see that the environment around tne 
4 

: Yampa B&sin is protected a little bit. 
5 

We agree with the Diamond Breaks wilderness 

desiqnaLion bordcrinq on tile pdrk, or as they wonL LO 

1L's probably en excellent idea. cross 

Mountdin is a very small drca to remove? from mineral, 

oil and gas deveiopment *nd probably is less th*n one 

potcniial for recreation, wilderness, naturalness and / 

solitude is excellent. Our children would enjoy visirinq 

such dn area leit as it is, and also in support of the 

Little Yampa canyon, Wf believe t,,*t that desiy"eLi"n 

is an outstanding natural area, as written up would be 

at lea*t some protection ror the canyons down through 

that area. We'd like to see the visual corridor down 

through the river left natural and, again. as we work in 

the area as the last person stated, we also live in the 

area, and it's important for the people in this are* to 

have an outstanding area such as this for recreation and 

solitude and not just another place to go to work, 

preserved and left natural for our children even when 

we're old end flabby. 

MR. LITTRELL: Any questions of Mr. Kruse from 

B51 / 
going to make tin impact *nd change things with the 

I 
7 I livestock to recreation or wildlife, when you're con- 

3 
lsideriny that in a rronetary senee, you should include the 

4 i 
impact th*t we contribute on a nationwide basis because 

5 
in return to that, 

6 
you're only reflecting ti:e potential 

7 
benefit of recrcarion coming this way. 

8 Addressing wildlife, I rancf~"~&, *s a matter of 

9 I fact, C010-wyo COZl. T think we h*ve been wildlife 

10 conservationists. WC'"= protected tt,cm. T" our area 

1, when I qrew up end I was 14 years old, drew my first 

12 ! 
license. I worked for a week *nd ne"er se" an elk. 

13 
In our area right now you can go over there and you can 

14 
lhave your eyes closed and just drive down the ro*d and 

15 I 

16 see a hundred. Gdmc and Fish has numbers changing from 

17 'zero to 1600 in the last five years. That impdot, if we 

18 were not conservationisrs, if we were nol. exvjronmentalists 

19 ee tar as the livestock users, it was designated livestock. 

20 

enhancement of livestock, an enhancement to wildlife 
22 

because of livestock. We cdrc <about what we "ee. That 8 s 
20 

""IT future. 24 we abuse it, we not only lose the permit, 

26 obligated to maintain it, we alSo lose our 1i"elih""d. 

27 JIF you want an incentive. think aboUt your 1i"‘21ih""d, 

2" ' and nobody want?. to threeLen that. 

I - . . .  
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28 

Thank you. Tom Kourlis. 

MR. TOI KOUHLIS: I'm Tom K""rlis, 303 Sa,,d 

Rock Drive, Crsiy, Colorado, representing the Kourlis 

Rdnch. There's been * lot of things that have been 
,.I 

addressed hero, 2nd I think before you cdn make decisions 

or the UI.!4 c*n make decisions, I think they have to h*ve 

acc"ratc data. I'or example, the dat* that's incorporated! 

as far 0s economic projections, the result of increased 

recreation, the ch*rLs and evcryL.hinr; include, for 

example, the ski resort at Stedmboat Springs. That does 

hdve an impact in Steamboat Springs. I don't know if ! 

you can make the assumption if you enhance rccreetior. 

Lhat that same amount of magnitude of money will project 

out into the westcrn port of this resource area. 

There *r-c certain contributiona that zre made 

in this economy by the poyinq people thaL do utiiiee 

public lands or public minerals. l'hry p*y here. They 

contribute to this economy. They contribute outside this: 

F2C”“““Y. I'm a rancher. I contribute here. Practically 

everything I generate, if I make enough, I spend here, 

and if I don't, I borrow it ad spend it enywsy. The 

Ithing that happens after my lambs leave this area, il. 

jalso shows a certain degree of benefit to the people that 

'work outside this area. We food and we clothe people, 

'we give them jobs outside of this. 

I---. 

I think if you're 

2 

3 

4 
B-21 5 

6 

-1 
ns tar as Lhe wildlife numbers themselves, the 

Game and Fish contributed numbers OR a 20-year tiistorica 

'basis for deer and s-year historical base TOI- elk ,ind 

cintelope. TO do Chat, I think to sonsider what has 

h.,g,xned in thC past, what the cariliq cap*oitics arc, 

1 what the effects would be, I think you have to have o 

standardization of numbers, m*kc Lhem accurate and not 

1 
1 

8 

9) 1 make them precluded to what the benefits may bo. 
&/ 

10 It's bocn stared edrlicr that Lhere's been 

1, impact on deeded lend. I have a neighbor there. We have 

12 a lot of SLN land that WC utilize. We have some deeded 
13 

dcrcs that WC utilize. The more "LIl LhaL's used by 
14 

I wildlif e, It affects us. we 
15 

we qet impacted directly. 

16 
,decrc*se our veqetarion thol's av*ilablc to u-5, and that 

17 impact has to bc coneidered when you make adjustments 

18 tn wildlife. When you encouraye wildlife, they are noL 

19 / con‘rolled. Nobody man*ges thorn in a specific area. 

20 

of h*s been put into effect thet c*n correct and adjust to 
22 

that. So when you're giving the impacts considering the 
23 

24 
effects that would have in making a chenqe of designation 

25 you had LO consider Chat ripple effect that I k'ould i 
I 

26 : rcccive or any oLher person LhaL would have Sometninq , 
I 

77 would receive. 

28 I think to have a comprehensive plan you nced 
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I 
accurate data. I think you need pcrsonnei thet are 

familiar with the area. There are I lot Of people tilal. 

worked on this thing that a=e.ve=y well educated in a 

specific area and arc very good at it, but we also riced 

those people to qet some benefit or can do a iao‘ce rffrc- 

tive lob making decisions if they are faciliar with the 

erca. I think -- in closi~ly, I'11 just say we neccl to 

for the future, not TOT what hap,,ened ycstcrday or 

10 not what the needs and demands of the people were 

11 yesterday. we have LO plan for t"morr"", WhilL these 
12 

people need, this country, everybody needs tomorrow. 
i3 

'Thank you. 
14 

15 / 
!m. LITTREL‘: An2 there any questions of EI=. 

I 
16 itourlis? 

I 
17 .YR. POLFORD: Tom, you said the 2O-year deer, 

18 j-year elk, 5-year antelope, and then you made a point 

19 I on that. What were you . . 
2" 

MR. KOURLIS: The point thaL I was trying to 

21 
make in trying to increase or establish the Gome ar;d 

22 

Ij 
Fish is giving you those numbers. If you take those 

2 
;n"rnbe=s, that is the maximum, peak ycdrs that they are 

25 projecting. For exnnple, in my area, the Axe1 Basir;, 

26 ,they'rc saying LhaC it is wildlife, critical wildlife to 

27 'elk and antelope. Thcrc we=en'L any antelope, didn't 

28 jexisL ir. that counCry. My father homesteaded there il; 

B55 i 
at one y1ance. I dox't know of any other place that I 

could really do that extent Lhc Grand Canyon, and that's 

a whole different thing. Oil *.nd gas can be found nny- 

"here. Cross MounLain is uciquc and il ndt"=al wonder. 
I 

Ill the future, if C=oss Hountain is developed, it's gone 

F"T""t2r. 

The kay.aking in tilis arca is the Finest in the 

country. In ldte sunmer on d.ny given dzy you con see 

cany groups of koyakers traversing and explorin? the I 

CaIlyOtl, and they're amazed. Ever since the talk of 

Juniper on Cross Mountain T'vc tried to brillg more and 

store friends down to set what n uttigue place rnis is, , 
I 
and they're just -- tberc's no other place in the country 

,like it. The=c's 110 roads. The=c's no railroads. 
I 

,AlmoSt any other trip &round would hdve a road or a rail- 

road track. h'e oeed mo=e ploccs like CTOSS Mountain, 
I 

I think, for our own peace of mind in the2 future. 
! 

20 
MR. LITTKELL: Is Lhere any quesLions of nr. 

21 I 
Smith? 'Thank you. JOhr. Prroulus. 

22 
MR. JOHN FER""‘"S: My rlil?lC~S .,o,,n Prr""L"S, 

23 
!1006 Ranney Street, Craig, C"lo=*do. 

74 I 
I reprasellt JO,," 

I 
25 Prroulus and Sons Renchinq. We hdve a book lhcre that 

26 ,we'vc spent thoUsands and thousands -- I don't have any 

27. idea how much we've spent To= this book. It's a aanoye- 

28 /menC alan. It's going to heve a lot of effect on what's 

L _ ~ .--.. .~ - _.. -... 

2 

‘28, was nc?"e= nn,antelope there. They 1re cow. when 

it cozes to ~hc elk, five years aqo t.hc=e we=en'C ilny 

elk in the Axe: Basin. NO" there are. So wher. Lhoy'rr 

?ro:jcctinq, yiviny you those numbers, they're sdying 

there is n drna:1d, there is a need because of a certain 

1 change that's hoppcned, buL that does not reflect the 

20 years Of the pasL or the 20 years that will cone. 

RR. LITTXELL: ~lny oLhor q"esLions? Thank you, 

Mr. Kourlis. Barry Smith.‘ 

HR. OARRY SKIT,,: !4y llame ' s Barry Smith. 1'17 

'from SteamboaL Sprinrjs, P. 0. R"X 2437, and T represent 

the keyakers ir. the Stcamboat Springs area, hopefully, 

and myse1r. 1 am going to just address Cross Mountain 

hcre. T disaqree with the redesiyncttion o: C=oss 

I MounLain.. I think that it should be designaLe a 

wilderness area. Year the beginr:ing of the talk some- 

:onc, of the meeting, someone spoke about taking away 

energy f=o~: his children, dcp=iving the children of this I 

energy if Cross Hountain was drvcloped. WC,!, how about 

taking away this wonderful, nnique cer:yon from o"= 

children? So",: there's not goiny to be onytbing around 

like that, and where a=e they going to cjo Lo see some- ; 

thing the way it k'as? 

Rcre you can travel through al. any qivon time, 

see bald eagles, ~oldc~~ eagles as well as big horn 

- -. .-.. 
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,qoinq co happer~ in the fnt"=e. When we starLed this 

plan we had the T.ittle Snake River plar.. The are<, manayef 

4 

6 

had been here for several years, and j"st about Lbe time 

we got started, there was a shirt in prrsonncl. Ye had 

a district nanager that had been here for quite a while. 

We've had two dist=icL managers. We've had three area 

managers end a shift in the personnel all the way along 

while this plan was bcir.g devised. There's o lot of daLe 

1: 1. 111 here thaL's just not riqhr. It's because of the fdct 

11 1 trial. people did not know, Lhot cont=lb"ted to this thing 

12 
did not know the area. It's as simple as Lhat. 

13 

8 

14 : 
We need to look to the future and bnvc a qood 

15 
p1*1>, but we don't have to have the wronq data in this 

15 thing, and this is what's bappcned here. There 8 s d*t* 

17 in here that's not right. It's qoing to have an impact 

78 on this area, 'which is primar-ily iln energy irnd agricultur 

19 ,area. and when you take that you're goin< to nakr iL hard 

20 :for the people in Lbis area to derive il liviny from this 

71 land, which is I3L.M land, which we cont=j.b"te o lot of 
22 

dollars to Lhis d=ed, thtl community. It's yoiny to h"=t. 
23 

24 
It's going to hurt baa because it's just sinply -- 

25 there's no "Lher way. The res""rces, the thinqs that , 

76 jcome ofi of this land is what makes this country. It's 

2i 2 new source -- the only tbir:g, 

28 

!. 

the Iand here is t,,c only 

thinq that oc~"ally products any new wealth, and if we'=e. 

--. .-. .-- .- 2 



1 !goiny to restrict it so we can't by having livesLock 

2 Igrazinq and farming and coal industry and gas and oil 

!stock utilization, T assume. I 

In 1983 T did have an opportunity, working on 

,a conservation plan for d local rancher, I inventoried i 
I 

some of Lhose same BLM lands that were in fair dnd poor 

condiLion, and my analysis, those same areas were in fair 

and excellent condition, and about twice to three times 

as much production on those sdmf areas as their inven- 

tories had provided ro"r years earlier. so Lhc! ranyc 

!resource I belicvc is in good, high, fair to good condi- 

tion, and the reflection that, the data that *much the !lLM 

3j. puL down to where tbcy can't make d dollar. why it's just 
4 : 

jgoing to have a devastating effect on the community. 
5 

,l'hank you. 
6 

from tile panel? Thank you, Mr. Peroulus. Bill Agnew. ! 

' (Craig 

MR. BILL AGNEW: I’m Bill Agnew, 788 Riford Road I 

10 , Colorado. T'm representing myself. PirsL off l'd; 

like to address the question concerning the appalling 

12 
shape of the ranqe res""rcc of the BLM. The yeot1enan 

13 
reflected that, and as a forner range conservationist 

14 
'for the Soil Conservation service bore in Moff*t County, 

I have had an opportunity to look at a lot of the range 

resource here in MorfaC County, *IId ""Oh Of that range 

resource was indeed on 8I.M land. First off, if you look 

at the information Lhat the BLE! provides, those data, 

uses is d reflection of inappropriate data, maybe timing 

of when they collected this data. 

My primary q"esLion was the BLM's ability to 

'maintain. that multi-"so concept. with the RMP wit!, 

the built-in inflexibilities of the plan. They say in 

there tbar the plan is very flexible, and I believe that 

with the present staff Lhat Lhe UL?I has when a major 

conflict does arise, 1 bclicve that at the present time 

jtlle conflict will probably be setLled in a manner that is 

i. idppcaling Lo a.11 involved; however, T think that the real 

/threat of the RMI' isn't three years down the rood, 

:it's ten years down the rood when the sLaCf of tbc BLM 

is changed again, and many people interpret the BLM's 

mcnning per se for what the lTYp s*.ys I ar?d as I say. 

they vrrbelly talk of flexibility within the plan. 

10 many of those daLa were collected in the years 1978 and 

‘79, and anybody that was familiar with the conditions of 

the situation ‘?s Far as precipitation, five years in 

advance of that and "p thro"gh LbaC period, we were in a ' 

very dry cycle, il drought cycle, aud those invenCories 

indeed were cond"cCcd towards the latter part of that 

drought cycle. So much of, the condition of those rrlnge 

is more a reflection of weather than they are of live- 

-. . . ..-I 

r -- 
However, there are built-in inflevibiliLies that will 

only arise 10 or 15 years down the rodd. Thank you. 

MR. T,TTTRELL: IS there any q"ESCi"nS "I RT. 
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is Post Office Uox 187, Craig, Colorado. We're located , 
I 

just south of the City of Craig. we operate a surface : 2 

operaLion, convention.+1 strip mine. We produce about 
I 

2.3 million tons of coal ctich year, and we employed about; 

225 peop1c. WC hold five separate federal coal leases 

i. and pay several millions of dollars each year in royaltic 

severance taxes, so forth. 

My address is *GO Knoll Rven"e in Craig. I'" a coal 

I 
8 miner here in Craig, and I’m concerned -- one Of my con- ; 

9 terns is with the moneqement of the coal ledses. They' re 

1" #being nadc avo;loble now with, they're yoit;y to reflect 

11 i ithe economic situation today. We're yoinq to yivo away 

I'd like to follow up on a comment Mr. Pearson 

bad pointed o"t earlier Lhat he believes the IILX has 

overemphasized tile mi nerals to the extreme amount in this 

documunt. HC was weighing pages. ile counted 31, I 

think. I "25 weighing acre*, and what I came "g with is 

our coal at t”d.y’S, for the price -- Cho price will be 

influenced by today's soft coal market. So, in other 

Words, we're qoing to sol1 tom",-row's coal at toddy's 

lower price. That's my one cancer,,. 

My other concern is with the BLM's policy. T 

am pleased with much of the policy and planning that,has 

that over 80 percent of this management area is now 

precluded from coal leasing for surface mining activities. 

We've beard a lot of extolling of the wonderful wildlife 

and river resources we have here. I think I enjoy them : 

as much as anybody. I happet: to be 2 certified boatman. 

I enjoy white water rafting. However, this is also a 

unique area for oil and gas and minerals and needs Lo be i 

given due consideration that that doscrvcs as well. 

I have sevc:al difficulties with the document 

as it's been developed. One of my major concerns with it 

is the mnnaqement preferred area concept. The management; 

preferred area concept assumes that we ha"e incredibly / 

15 

16 

I, 

18 

icomc out of this, b"t 1 am concerned with Lhe decisions I” 

20 

21 

22 

xf droppinq certain wilderness considerations, and one 

of them happens to be the Cross Mountain *red. I would 

like to submit a written comment on the Cross Hountain 

issue .3t n later date. Thn t ' * illl. 

IYR. LITTRKLL: Any questions of Mr. Harilla from 

the panel? Thank you. Wayne Sowrrds. 

LYR. WAYNE SOWARDS : #y name is ~nyne Sowards. 

I work for Trapper Mining, I,,^. Trapper Mint's address ' 

-- - --..- 

accurate data. We draw very finite lines on a map, and I 



: particular type management. for each p2rLicular area 

13 I 
without knowing "hat specific projects night be proposed, 

6-26 l4 I for that area. We're precludinq coal mioing in areas 
i5 

16 
without knowing "hat kind of coei r.ining is bring propose'd 

17 for it and without kr:owing precisely on "hdL ridge top 

18 or whaL valley Lhdt cool nine might bc proposed to be 

19 located in. 

20 The plan talks tibout snmc flexibility in the 

21 actual location of the lines on the ground and it talks 

22 
about giving the nod towards the preferred .nanagemcnt 

23 
in cases where there's z conflict, but it doesn't Laik 

24 

25 
about "bat anoux:ts to a conflict. ol:d 1 figure Lb&t iri 

26 the future that the mere existence of another kind of 

27 land use "ill be considered a conflict. Tf a conflict 

28 i is only d situation "here there's significant compronise 

area, 1.3 million sur<dce area, acres, and I just don't 

see snct? a biq problem wit,, such a tiny Parcel of land 

being excluded from exploration. 

I'II very much in favor of northWest Colorado 

being developed for oil and gas and minerals and live- 

Stock, but at the same time I think that there are 

unique recreational opportunities that exist here that 

can also be protected and should be. Cross Mounti\in is i 

Probably one of those areas. Juniper Car:yon is *lso 

ohe of those areas in my opinion, and ixs far as daminq I 

these two canyons, I really wonder "ibat the value of 

these dans would be. Is it to give the water to Son 

DiegO? They really need it. There aren't that many 

People tiler‘?. and Mexico is just buldqing at the scans 

with ?eople, and they need to come across the border so i 

they cdn enjoy our great lifestyle. Maybe "c can give 

it to Denver. It's not "cry crowded yet. or any 0: 

the eastern sloge could really use the water that we 

could store here in Yampn because, 1 don't kl;o", it's 

just, them isn't cnouqh people to really make a, just ' 

to trade services, you know, to create jobs, and I 

think maybe someday Crdig cdn, if we really Lhro" away 

all of the restraints on dcvelopmcnt, maybe someday 

Craig can be as big as Denver or Philadelphia. I think 

28 we ought to bring Lhen all out here. 

I 11 in the preferrod use, then that is one case, but if the , 

mapping unit, then I don't think the system is workable. 

Lastly, I "ant to point out "hnt I think is a 

concern "irh the designation of administrative quasi- ' 

I 
8 "ilderncss areas. we ha"= ACEC'S, we've got WA'S, we ' 

9 ha"‘2 ONA'S, we have "ildlife areas, we have soil and 

10 "eLer designated areas, wilderness areas and recrebrion 

'1 areas. ~hry all combine to for;;. restrictions on mineral 

12 development in those areas. 

13 
Thank you. T "ill rollo" up with written 

1: 1 comments. 

.MH. LTTTRELL: 
16 

Is rhere any questions of WT. 

Ii Sowards from the panel? Thank you. tiike Frazier. 

18 MR. IYIKE FRAZIER: I'n Mike l'razlrr, 917 Led- 

19 j ford Court, Craig. Colorado, reprrser;ting myself. 

2" Forgive ne if I rnmblc a little bit. I'PI pretty tired. 

21 8:30's my bedlime. I'd like to say that I think the 

22 
wilderness values of Cross Kountain are really unique 

23 

B-26 24 and extremely valuable. It seems iikr a very stall 

25 
parcel of 1ar.d to get upset about by excluding it from 

26 I 
oil and gas. mineral, livestock, dnd I don'L tt,il:k it 

27 does exclude livesLock necessarily. T would like to see 

28 it protected from mining exploration. It's a very 51311 

8 9 

I--. .-.. -- .- - - .~ I 
r _ -. .~ .-. -. - .- - BG4 -, 

26 I 27 28 , 

at it, you know, if "B get in enougn conflicts with each I 

"thcr, fightin: over little, bitty issues that don't 

imount Lo a hill of beans, ;naybe someday we cth all make 

this place like Bombay, IndLa. 

Y"", I'm for working t"geLher. You know, I like 

rancticrs, I like their lifestyle. I appreciaLe "hat the 

er:erqy can do for mc, but 1 also opqreciate solitude, 

being able to have a little elbow room and bring able LO 

see a deer and elk and not having to complain about it 

eating a little of my hay "bile I use public lznd dt 

subsidizcdrates, and 1 don'L mind subsidized raLes. I 

tilink it's darned hard to make a living in ayriculturc 

in this coun‘ry. I think they should be lo", the rates 

that are charged to people "ho use tne public land. 

~os~iy I guuss I just want to SAY Lhat. you know, 

I don't "dnt to create any -onTlicts by who‘ I say nxd 

believe, but 1 ~irlnk we all nerr? to work together, *nd 

"e'vc got to save L little b.it for everybody. 

#K. LITTRELL: Doe* the p*ne1 L:O"C .ny ques- 

tions of E:r. Frazier? Thank you. Tom Reachman. 

NR. TOM DE‘lCH!YAN : Icy name's Tom L(eilc1,r,an. 
I 

1 live here in Craig. I cabe here as just a ciLizen of I 

the county. 1 represent myself. 1'~ been 1istenir:g 

dnd lcdrning here tonight, and really ha"e a lot Of 
I 

I 

I_ -.- ..-- -.- --.- .- 



if they hdd dredqin9 or the surface mining gain9 on 

26 or the likes of a iliawatha oil riq set up tbrougnout 

27 Chat area, if 011 you could see were oil rigs or the 
I 

26 / strip mini39 going on. Why do we have to do it to Cros?. 

I I 
I.. .--I 

ecology and topography s"Pposedly elscwherr. The first 

poinl, well, I'd have to sdy LhoL there are ,,o proven 

oil and qas resources, just dry boles, and as far as 

Lhe second point goes, limestone mining claims could be 

easily exclcdcd from the designated ared <IS they are 

small, 200 acres. They're on the boundary. 

NO", if 1 return to tbr second rationale that 

there's adequate representation of the vegetation, 

ec010gy , topography elsewhere, DLM'S ""ll summary states 

that tilt! canyon has sheer vrrLice1 walls and geolo9ic 

interest. These thousand-foot walls and unique geology 

cannot be found in orber designated ULM wildcrncss oreos. 

The ECO system which includes the wildlirc previously 

mentioned az.d the river bottom too is not well reprc- i 

sented clsowhere in such close proxiai‘y. 1 InCZIL you 

can find elk here, sheep tberc, fish here, buL when you 

put them all in one little pldcc, it docsn'L happen 

very Often. NOW, this pldcr is :lot desigr:*ted L:S 

wilderness. 
I 

Administrative protection would be subject 

to radical and quick changes ir: ?rrsonnel and policy. 

On the other hand, lcqis.lative protection would require 

that there be careful thought before chanrjrs were made I 

in the rnonogement of this area. ThriC's .rll I'm askinq 

for is careful thought. 

And for those people "UL Lbere who haven't, ' 

- .-.~. 

B66 / 
Mountail: to07 'That's cy only question. 

MR. LITTRELI.: Any questions of Mr. Beachman 

from the pane17 'Tbhnk you. Conrad Pwanzig. 

\IR. COARA" ZWANZIG: I'm Conrad nwonzig, d.nd 

my address is Box 2044, Steamboat Springs, dnd T !.ive ir: 

so"th Ro"tL County. Uosically I'm up !!rre to disagree 

with rile BLM in their position on Cross Your?t&in, and my 

fdmilinrity with Cross Kountain is based on several year 

of activity in that area, and last year T kayaked Cross 

Yountain 12 times, and wnile I was in there T was 

accompanied by approximately 60 other ir:dividuals 

counting 011 of my'visits in 19RS. This year I’ve been 

there twice already. The firsL time the river was froze 

over so I hiked around for a day inste-d of knyaking. 

and then Last Friday, Karck 7tb. I kayaked and hiked 

the entire canyon 0~1 thf same day. While I W.,S in there 

about what's in Lhe water. 
23 

20 I 

I 

NOW, the BL# rdtionale for not includinq Cross ; 

25 Mountain in the wilderness prescrvnLion sysLem is based 

=*%5 , ! on two main points according LO their summary. ThC 

27 first point is the desire for multiple resource manaqeme+ 

28 and the second is the representation of the vegetaCion, 

I 

1 i WCll, quite read through the whole statement, dcsigna- / 

tion does ,,"t I'rcclude rnLcr dc"cl"~x"ant or dam sites. 

That's a separate issue. 'Thai. has noLhing to do with 

designations of wilderness. It is not included. 

In conclusion, I'd like to ask the BLM to re- 

assess its own comments which point up the benefits of 

wilderness desiqnalion, -nd Lo give less weight to un- 

20 addressed by Dean visintaincr also, buL rhc areds north 

MR. RAFTcJP”““S : I'm John Raftopaulos. I'm 

representing Haftopoulos' Ranches. 'There 8 s three 

issues I'd like Lo address. The first one was 

proven values such as oil and qas. I endorse the 

conflict resolution dlternative which they have drawn 

up which dddrcsscs the proven limestone resource, and I 

urge the BI,M to abandon its nonsuitable-for-wilderness 

position. 'Thank you. 

MR. LTTTRBLL: Is there any questions from the 

panel for Conrad? Th*nk you. John Rafto,,""l"s. 

of Craig, which is an ared of UL!.4 thaL includes lots of 

private land, has desiqnored ds norc or less 2 wildlife ! 

wintering arc*. Just to be ;>recll;ded from mineral 

developmenl, I don't Lbink that the ULM should be 

setting policy on private land. Since that arc includes 

quite a bit of deeded land, 1 don't think that it's foirl 

thn~ SLH designate poliq 01) the doc.dcd ldnd, which they: 

--.- .1 



; 
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inadvertantly are doing by setting that designation. 

Secondly, I think they're overly stressing the 

recreational economic effects of BLM lands <r; the area 

when skiiog takes about half of the 130 or -40 million 

dollars thQt they, the 130 or -40 thoosdnd thaL they 

say the economic benefits are, the recrcdtional benefits 

when it includes the steamboat Springs area. I dor.'t 

I think the effects arc, when you deduct that ski area 

overemphasized, and also I'd like to rciter-te Bill 

thet the effects arc that large. I think it's 

12 Aqnew's point about 50 percent of the range being in 
E-31,, 

poor or unsuitable condition. I think that needs to 

be reevaluated since we did have those dry years. 

HR. LITTRELL: 
16 

TS there any q"estl""s of JO,,,,? 

17 ! Thanks a million. John Worihington. 

18 MR. JOHN WORT,IINGTON: John Worthington, BOX 

19 I 116, Meybcll, and I'm representing myself and our 

20 business, which is a livestock operation which is west 

21 of Maybell. I would like to address two issues here 
22 

tonight. One is the designation of Cross Mountain as 
23 

a wilderness area and also the R 

First of all, Cross Xountain is a unique drea, 

26 
B-32 

27 

and we wish very much to have it remain so, and under 

the multiple use concept or plan, it has remained an 

area in which everybody czn go and visit the wildlife. 

6 

the main culprit in destroying the nabitat of the ilLM 
5 

lands. we also have to realize that the wildlife has 

increased at least 50 percent in our area in the past 

few years, and they have led Co many problems in over- 

yr-azing. We certainly riced wildlife, but we certainly 

need a balance or multi-use concept in qovernment lands, 

and we must remember the people that pay the bill on 

those 1ar:ds. Thank yen.. 

MR. LITTRELI,: Any questions of Mr. Worthing- 

ton "11 the panel? Thank you, Mr. Worthington. Gary 

TUbman. 

- 
67’1 

1 not go under the same pl.an that we've beer. operating 

2 under, and let's make some improvements with it and not 

3 
preclude the idea thiL livestock in every instance is 

4 

HR. GARY TCBMAN: Hy name is Gary Tubnan. I 

reside in Craig. 945 nlra Vista Drive, and I represent 

mysL?lE. I'm a local dentist here, and I have to say I 

interface with a good number of people every week, and 

I talk to these people. Wo do,,'~ just talk about work. 

That qets old. And I'd like to address the fact that 

a lot of these -~eopls are in northwest Color-do not just 

because of their work, to bc coal miners, ranchers, e~c. 

I'd just like to make some general comments 

about the globnl ecology and how norrhvest Colorado is : 

1 They can leave their ideas and a Euture ideas for the I 

2 i i children and, you know, when you have a unique area like! 

3 this, why designate in as a wilderness area which may 1 
4 

transpose it ir:to something entirely different than 
5 

whdit Cross Mountain is at the present time? NOW, we 

6 : 

7 
talk about overgrazing OL livestock or the Other 

B-32 

8 problems that might defer the use of Cross Mountrlirl. 

9 but. gentlemel:, it's remained a unique area under the 

10 ! multi-use concept, and I feel it should remain as the I 

11 multi-use concept. NOW, if WC have deeded I<nd along 

12 
one side of iL, and I thi,:k the deeded iand has to 

13 
sLand the majority of the wildlife that is brought into 

the area by the wilderness arca. 

I'd like LO also address the resource manage- 

ment plan. This is a book of many specifics. .r,ony 

Of tilcn are nnt prover, for our are*. The preferred 

alternative is an alrcrnetive that has been pushed or 

preferred wiLh nol. knowing what concept or what effect 

it will have on the BLH management in the future. 
22 

And under the multi-use concept, we've been going along, 
23 

and we've been able to survive. we've built up an 
24 

25 area in northwesterr. Colorado that is used by many 

25 
different interests, both recreationists. livestock 

energy development and so On, and it is 
I 

being protected. It's not going to be destroyed. 

7. -- -.- __ -. 
part Of that glob*1 ecology. B72 ---I I don't know iE people 

here are ramiliar with n series called No"* aired by the! 

PRS system, Public Broadcasting Systen. They talked 

about what we're doing to the earth, k-hat's happening 

to the lions in Africa. the rain Eorcsts, etc. I iigroe 

WC havu to reach a balance. 1 agree with the ranchers. 

I agree with oil and gas, but I think a balance needs 

to be reached here. YOU take Cross Yountdin ad not I 

utilize that for recreation or rage entire drea, Wilat 

Let me give one specific example. The Craig 

Xconomic Development Committee is trying to dttr*ct 

b~*in0s*e* to ttris area, and part of the platform is 

recreation. T'm just shyiny that recreation needs to 

be i, pars OL northwest Colorado. Spccific.+lly, I would 

like to see Cross Mountair: arca preserved as A wilder- 

ness *retA. ?'i!ilt's all I have to 5rly. Any yuesLions? c 

21 
Thank you. 

22 

23 i 
MR. L1TTREi.T.: Thank you, Hr. Tubman. Are 

I 
I 24 there any more statemenls tnat anybody would iike to I 

25 ndkr? this evening? Anybody that EelL like they didc't I 

26 have enough time, that they would like to qct up and 

27 continue O:I for d little bit? I 
I 

28 ! Okay, in that case then this hearing is now 

L-- _ .---. i 



I 
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, adjourned. I want to thank everybody for taking your 

tome and providing BL!4 with this informaLion. 

: I 1. 

AS I 

sCated earlier. there Will be BLM personnel thro"gbo"t 

4 i the rOOm to answer questions. I would like to ask now, 

do you have anything that you would like to say? 

Thanks again for coming out. 

I). 0. BOX 4512 
SteamboaL Springs. CO 80477 
879-8070 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
CRAIG, COLORADO DISTRICT 

LITTLE SNAKE RESOURCE AREA 

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT 

PUBLIC "EARING 

ON 

LITTLE SNAKE 

RESOURCE NANAGEHENT PLAN 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

AND WILDERNESS TECHNICAL SUPPLEMENT 

PURSUANT TO NOTICE, the above-entitled 

Public Hearing was held at the Bureau of Land 

Hanagement, Vernal District Office, 170 South 500 

East Street, Vernal, Utah. on Thursday evening, 

March 13. 1986, commencing at 7:15 p.m. Mr. Forest 

4. Littrell of the Bureau Of Land Management, Area 

Yanager for the Grand Junction, Colorado Resource 

hrea, presiding. The Hearing Panel was composed of 

11. Larry Bauer, Mr. Duane Johnson, Hr. Glenn 

jekavec and Mr. Greg GoOdenow. 

excellent idea. 

I'n a little disappointed that the Cross 

Mountain has been pulled off of the wilderness and 

IS recommended for more of a management instead of a 

wilderness proposal. I think that the loss there of 

the canyon, and the big horn sheep, and not to 

mention the endangerment of the area, is overlooked. 

even though you did recognize it in your draft. And 

I would like to propose to the BLN to look ?.t this 

again because I think that section is a great loss, 

and I think that for the minuscule amount of land we 

are talking about down in the canyon, that there 

would be a great deal of benefit for all of the 

folks that live in the area. 

Thank you. 

MR. FOREST LITTRELL: Thank you, 

Mike. 

Will Durant. Did I get that correct? 

MR. "ILL DURANT: It's Durant. 

MR. FOREST LITTRELL: D"ra"t. 

MR. WILL DURANT: Yes. 

NR. FOREST LITTRELL: would you come 

forward and give your testimony, please? 

MR . WILL DURAAT: I have submitted a 

written statement to the panel here. I have written 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

s 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

A 

INDEX 

SPEAKER: Page 

Mr. Ron Trogetad .......... : . 3 

nr. Forest W. Littrell ......... 5 

MC. Duane Johnson ........... 7 

nr. Greg Goodenow ........... 10 

MT. Neal Domgaard ........... 19 

nr. Mike Goddard ........... 20 

MT. Will Durant ........... 21 

far. Dave Kennel1 ........... 27 

Hr. Stephen Boeton ........... 26 

* statement to Mr. William J. Pulford, Craig 

District nanager, Bureau of Land Management, Craig, 

Colorado. 

Dear HI. Pulford: 

The one hundred-member Uinteh Mountain 

Club would like to go on record supporting the 

concept of wilderness designation for the areas 

adjacent to Dinosaur National Monument which have 

been delineated by the term wilderness Study Area in 

the Draft Resource Management Plan for the Little 

Snake Reso”rce Area. I think it's important that I 

said the word -concept" at this point, and I will 

nake that more clear later on. Although we have not 

reached a consensus on the extent and composition of 

the areas which should be included in the National 

Wilderness Preservation System. we feel that. in 

general. these areas possess the requisite 

characteristics that make then equally suitable to 

join the many wonderful lands which have already 

received the designation of wllderncss. 

We must enPhasis tnat determrnaticn of 

whether an area is suitable for wilderness 

designation should not be based on above or below 

ground mineral characteriqtics or economic value to 

the ranching, farmIng or industrral communities. 
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Suitability -- SuitabilIty -- has nothing to do with 

the econonic value of the land to human users. 

Suitability 1s a quality judgment. and should be 

based upon the inherent natural values of the land. 

Thus, an area should not be disqualified as suitable 

because of economic plans or rr.ineral worth. It is 

important to make this distinction. An area must be 

declared suitable for wilderness designation if it 

meets the criteria for wilderness according to the 

guidelines set forth in the National Wilderness 

Preservation Act and other legislation pertaining to 

uneoaded areas extant in the Federal Lands Policy 

and Management Act of 1976. only Congress, not the 

Bureau. can determine whether a candLdate area 

should be designated as wilderness, and this 

decision can, indeed, be made on the basis of 

economic value judgments. Only Congcess should 

decide whether the economic values of the land 

outweigh the natural values of the land. If this 

distinction is not made by the Bureau of Lend 

Management, then a serious flaw exists in the 

evaluative process. Often, legislative decisions 

are made on the basis of Bureau recommendations 

alone. Uninterested legislators from other areas 

may then participate in an action r" an automatic 
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their Resource Management Plan. we feel certain 

that this decision I" large mcasure reflects the 

anachronistic idea that yet another dar;. nay be 

needed on a wild western river. The era of dan: 

building has come and gone. In a time of concern 

for the federal deficit and burgeoning government 

expenses, we can no longer expect the federal 

government to fund large public works projects for 

the benefit ot the private sector. Typically, these 

projects involve a poor cost/benefit profile. and 

frequently destroy areas of outstandrng riparian, 

aesthetic and recreational value. we feel that an 

""dammed Yampa River deserves more consideration and 

protection than it has thus far received. 

Further written comments and 

recommendations will he submitted by individuals and 

by the Uintah Mountain Club prior to the May 9th 

deadline. 

TO give you an example of the distinction 

I'm talking about. in Louisiana, ay GrJndunCle Otis 

had a lo-acre patch. and my grsnddaddy cane up one 

dry and asked him why he hadn't put In soybeans on 

the 40-acre patch. He said, "That's a real fine 

soybean patch you got there. 

He said, "well, no, it's not. I'm going 
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Ind less than crltical fashion. Legislative action 

nay proceed without all the infornation necessary to 

znsure that the long-term interests of the public 

ore adequately represented. 

There is evidence that the evaluation 

process may be flawed when potential economic values 

3isqualify areas such as Cross mountain astride the 

Yampa River. I repeat, the appropriateness of 

wilderness designation is a legislative decision. 

Suitabllity stands alone. 

WC are pleased but not overly encouraged 

that the Diamond Breaks Wilderness Study Area was 

recommended, but one is led to the conclusion that 

this area was declared suitable only because no 

economic value could be attached to the area. This 

is not a reason to recommend that a" area be 

designated wilderness. 

We very much applaud the decision to 

designate Irish Canyon as an “Area of Crictical 

Environmental Concern.. we feel this should give 

adeguate protection to a very special area. 

we support the inclusion of Little Yampa 

Canyon in the Wild and Scenic Rivers System. and we 

are disturbed that the SLM refused to consider bild 

and scenic status for this section of the river in 

b26 

to drill for 011 on that patch." He said, -NO, 

that's not a fine soybean patch. I'm going to drill 

fez oil on it." 

After he got through drilling a dry hole 

on the soybean patch. my granddaddy came up to him 

and Said, "You are right, that's not a very good 

soybean patch." 

And that’s, essentially. what we are 

talking about, we are making this distinction. 

Suitability, whether or not a" area is 

suitable for wilderness is based on the 

characteristics of that particular piece of land. 

If it is suitable for wilderness, it is suitable for 

wilderness. NOW, it may very well have economic 

values that preclude it being designated by Congress 

for wilderness, but that's a value judgment that has 

to be made by 0"~ elected repreSe"taLiVeS. That'8 

the distinction I'm making here. 

It seems that the Wilderness Study Areas 

were excluded because there were other values which 

the Bureau felt were greater. That is, I think, a 

distinction that needs to be made by our elected 

representatives. 

My name is Will Uurant, 3264 West 500 

South, “ernal, Utah, and I’m representing the Uintah 
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Mountain Club. 

NR. FOREST LITTRELL: Thank you. Mr. 

ourant. 

Dave Kennell. 

MR. DAVE KENNELL: It's Kennell. 

MR. FOREST LITTHELL: Kennell. sorry 

about that, Dave. 

MR. DAVE KENNELL: TWO o"t of four. 

Ny name IS Dave Kennell, my address is 

242 South 100 East. Vernal, Utah. I'm here 

representing myself. 

I would like to say, I agree in part with 

almost every speaker here tonight. 

To.st?.rt off with. I agree with Neal 

Dongaard. who said, "'I do also believe in 

multiple-use management. but to manage for 

multiple-uses." And as part of that resource i 

include primitive recreation opportunities in the 

wilderness areas. And I think, as an agency 

respdnsible for managing a multi-use management 

program. the 'BLM needs to allocate resources that 

provides those opportunities. And I conrrend the SLM 

for recommending the Diamond Breaks WSA in their 

wilderness proposal, I think that IS a very good 

recommendation. 

-------7 
right. 

644 East 3050 South. vernal, and I'm 

representing myself. 

,I guess I'm here because I have been a 

longtime supporter of Danosaur National Monument. 

Rnd.1. always felt lrke the border was artificial 

when it was laid out, in too many spots it stayed 

too close to the rivers, and I felt the wilderness 

areas would remedy some of that situation; they 

don't go as far as I would lik,e. I realize other 

people have use for the land and I’m willing to give 

them their say, too. 

I'm also concerned about the big horn 

sheep habitat, and for Fha: reason I8m concerned 

about what is going to happen with the Cross. 

rountain area. It's one of the few areas I have 

,ee" able to.personally explore a little bit. I 

rould like to see that included in as wilderness. 

And I guess the last zeason I’m t.ece is I 

too often hear that nobody in Vernal cares about 

rilderness, cares about wild land. at least that’s 

that I hear in the news. But I do find lots of 

reople that do care and do want to hand something 

lown to their children other than just oil rigs and 

,il wells. 
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I would like to state that I believe that 

the BLM should continue to manage not only the three 

areas, the Diamond Dreaks, West Cold Spring and 

,Cross Mountain wilderness areas as Wilderness Study 

Areas as a wilderness area until Congress decides, 

you know, how this land should be allocated and, in 

addition to that, I think the additional areas, Ant 

Hills. Chew Winter, Peterson DCBW, and Tepee Draw, 

should also be, you know, managed as roedless 

primitive areas until Congress decides. you know, 

what these lands should be allocated as. 

I'm thankful for the maps up here, I 

think they are really qood. I would recommend that 

you put what the BLM alternatives are on these maps, 

if you have any other future public meetings, just 

to provide some clarity to the people that are 

attending the meetings. 

MR. FOREST LITTRELL: Thank you, 

Dave. 

Stephen Burton. 

NR. STEPHEN EORTON: I'B Stephen 

FI0rtc.n. 

MR. FOREST LITTRELL: That's an 0 

instead of a U. Sorry about that. 

MR. STEPHEN BORTON: That's all 

- 
L30 

Thank you. 

MR. FOREST LITTRELL: Thank you, 

Stephen. 

Is there anyone else in the group this 

evening that would like to testify? 

In that case, then, if there's no other 

one that wants to testify, this hearing is now 

adjourned. 

I want to thank you for raking your time 

to provide the Bureau of Land Management with this 

information. As I stated earlier. there will be BLM. 

personnel throughout the room to answer any 

guestions that you would like to discuss with them 

this ev' ;ing. 

And with that, the hearing is closed. 

I would like to ask, Larry, do you have 

anything that you would like to say? 

HR. LARRY BAUER: NO. 

MR. FOREST LITTRELL: Okay. 

Therefore, the hearing is closed. Thank you very 

much for coming up. 

(The hearing concluded at 7~46 p.m.) 
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STATE OF COLORADO ) 
I ss : 

COUNTY OF MESA ) 

I, Terry S. Rigler, Notary Public and 

certified Shorthand Reporter, State of Colorado, do 

hereby certify the facts as stated by me in the 

caption hereto are true: that the foregoing is a 

true and-accurate transcript of my stenotype notes 

then and there taken. 

I further certify that I am not employed 

,y, related to nor of counsel for any of the parties 

herein nor otherwise interested in the OUtCOme of 

this action. 

In witness whereof, I have affixed my 

signature and sear this 17th day of.March, 1966. 

ny commission 
c$&&.&aic+i$gdL~~~ 

expires: 9/17/66 2004 North 12th Street 
Grand Junction, ,CO 81501 
(3031 241-5664 
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Responses to Public Comments 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

LETTERS 

All comments on the Little Snake Resource Management 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement are appreciated and 
have been considered. We responded to comments regarding 
concerns on whether all reasonable alternatives were 
adequately considered or whether all significant impacts, 
which would result from implementing an alternative, were 
addressed. Comments expressing an opinion, observation, 
etc., have not been responded to specifically, but they have 
been taken into consideration in developing the proposed 
plan. 

Several comments have been received that question the 
costs of implementing the plan or the ability of BLM to 
fund the plan. All alternatives considered could be 
implemented to some extent, regardless of funding. It is 
unlikely that any alternative would receive complete funding. 
BLM does not control the amount of funds it receives, but 
annually requests funds to implement its programs. The plan 
serves as a basis for these funding requests, but there is 
no guarantee of any funding, because it is ultimately up 
to Congress to set the budget for each year. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

2-01 A summary of the wilderness criteria and a 
discussion of the quality standards for analysis and 
documentation for all WSAs are presented in the 
Summary of the Wilderness Technical Supplement 
(WTS) to the Little Snake RMP/EIS. A discussion 
of BLM’s wilderness process is presented in 
Chapter 1 of the WTS, and discussions of 
alternatives and resultant impacts are presented in 
Chapter 2. If you need information on these 
subjects, please see the respective sections of the 
WTS. 

Several changes affecting wilderness in the Little 
Snake Resource Area have been made as a result 
of reviewing data and previous analysis and as 
a result of public participation. Five of the eight 
Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs), Cross Mountain, 
Ant Hills, Chew Winter Camp, Peterson Draw, 
and Vale of Tears, would be affected by these 
changes. Diamond Breaks, West Cold Spring, and 
Tepee Draw would not be affected. Cross 
Mountain WSA would be recommended as 
preliminarily suitable for inclusion in the National 
Wilderness Preservation System (NWPS). This 
recommendation includes leaving most of the 
WSA, except Cross Mountain Canyon Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC), open to 
oil and gas leasing with no-surface-occupancy 
stipulations. It would be closed to all other mineral 
entry. Cross Mountain Canyon ACEC within the 
WSA would be recommended for a total mineral 
withdrawal. Wilderness values; threatened and 
endangered species, naturalness of Cross Mountain 
Canyon, and the resident bighorn sheep herd would 
be protected. The WSA and ACEC boundaries 
are shown on Maps 2-6, page 2-40, and Map 2- 
7a, page 2-41, of the WTS. 

Ant Hills, Chew Winter Camp, Peterson Draw, 
and Vale of Tears WSAs would be preliminarily 
recommended as nonsuitable for inclusion in the 
NWPS; but rather than being dropped from further 
consideration as wilderness and from management 
under the Interim Management Policy, they would 
be carried forward for’consideration as wilderness 
by Congress. (For more information on BLM’s 
wilderness process, please see chapter 1 of the 
WTS.) These four WSAs share land forms with 
Dinosaur National Monument and, when consi- 
dered with lands in the monument that are 
administratively proposed as wilderness, do have 
outstanding opportunities for solitude and 
primitive, unconfined recreation. They do not, 

however, posses these qualities on their own. Ant 
Hills, Chew Winter Camp, and Peterson Draw 
WSAs are not separated physically and, therefore, 
could be combined into one WSA. This possibility 
was analyzed under the Combined WSAs 
Alternative in the WTS (Map 2-10, page 2-5). 

The Vale of Tears WSA extends north, up from 
the Yampa River, through the monument into 
public lands administered by BLM (Map 2-15, 
page 2-100). Because of the land forms, charac- 
teristics, and values this WSA has in common with 
the monument, it is appropriate that it also be 
considered for wilderness by Congress. This WSA, 
however, does not contain outstanding opportun- 
ities by itself; therefore, it would not be 
recommended for inclusion in the NWPS. 

Diamond Breaks (Map 2-5, page 2-27) would still 
: be preliminarily recommended. as suitable for 

inclusion in the NWPS, and West Cold Spring 
(Map 2-1, page. 2-5) would be preliminarily 
recommended as nonsuitable. Tepee Draw (Map 
2-4, page 2-90) would be considered nonsuitable 
and would be dropped from further consideration 
for wilderness and from management as wilderness 
under the interim management policy. 

All the WSAs, with the exception of Tepee Draw, 
would continue to be managed under BLM’s 
interim management policy until Congress decides 

I whether or not to designate them as wilderness. 

3-01 Subsidence from underground coal .mining may 
occasionally occur; however, this method of coal 
mining is relatively common in the resource area, 
and no serious subsidence has occurred, to our 
knowledge, that has had a significant effect on 
recreation or wildlife resources. The Iles Mountain 
coal tract is adjacent to but does not overlap the 
boundaries of the Little Yampa Canyon Special 
Recreation Management Area, as delineated in 
the Preferred Alternative (Draft RMP/EIS) and 
the Proposed Resource Management Plan 
included in this Final EIS. 

3-02 Under the proposed plan, new oil and gas leases 
would be subject to a no-surface-occupancy 
stipulation in the Little Yampa/Juniper Canyon 
SRMA, the Limestone Ridge ACEC/RNA, and 
the Cross Mountain Canyon ACEC. A withdrawal 
from mineral entry would also be sought for the 
Cross Mountain Canyon ACEC. At this time, 
BLM believes that the values in Irish Canyon 
ACEC, Lookout Mountain ACEC, and the Cold 
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Spring Mountain recreaton and wildlife priority 
areas would be adequately protected through the 
management priority area designations which 
provide that additional mitigation could be 
required to protect the values for which the area 
was established (see discussion of Management 
Priority.Areas in the Proposed Resource Man- 
agement Plan in this document). Each area will 
be further evaluated in the oil and gas activity 
plan to determine whether additional mitigation 
for oil and gas development would be appropor- 
iate; see the proposed plan, Management Actions, 
Oil and Gas (Issue 1-2) for a discussion of this 
activity plan. 

3-03 Leasing with no surface occupancy (NSO) in an 
area that is not economically accessible by 
directional drilling is not illegal. In fact, regulations 
provide authority to issue such leases. Specific 
policy on using the NSO stipulation has also been 
formulated from the Interior Board of Land 
Appeal decision [Robert G. Lynn (76 IBLA 383)]. 
(See Appendix 27.) The 43 CFR 3101.1-2 
regulations in section 3101.1-2 of the Title 43 
of the Code of Federal Regulations allow for the 
issuance of leases so stipulated as to absolutely 
bar exploration of the resource and make 
extraction technically infeasible where the lease 
is otherwise acceptable to the offeror. 

The percentage of slope is not the de criterion 
in the determination of the erosion rate. The most 
important factor is the method of construction; 
however, slope, precipitation and soil type are also 
important. Additional local factors may also be 
significant. BLM believes the best way to deal 
with high-angle slopes and other such problems 
is in case-by-case site-specific analysis with 
appropriate mitigation, which may include 
removal of the proposed location to a more easily 
mitigated site. This will be done at lease issuance. 

Road construction solely for oil and gas 
development is “temporary” for the life of the 
development. However, since the RMP may be 
expected to last 20 years, which is close’ to the 
average life span of oil and gas roads in the resource 
area, these roads may be considered permanent 
for purposes of analysis. All mineral rights-of-way, 
not required for some other purpose, are 
rehabilitated to original contour when the mineral 
extraction is completed. 

There is no reason to stipulate a blanket no surface 
occupancy within l/4‘ mile of a water source. 
BLM’s site-specific analysis is aimed at protection 

3-04 

3-05 

of water sources by the best methods possible on 
a case-by-case basis at lease issuance. 

The Conners vs. Burford decision pertained to the 
leasing of lands in the national forest system, and 
the Department of Justice is now appealing it. 
Pending the outcome of that appeal, BLM will 
continue leasing oil and gas under the RMP/EIS 
system. 

Information about expiration dates of specific 
mineral leases or leases in specific portions of the 
Little Snake Resource Area can be obtained 
through BLM’s Colorado State Office, Mineral 
Leasing Section (CO-943A), 2850 Youngfield 
Street, Lakewood, Colorado 80215. Locations of 
existing coal leases are shown on Map 3-2, page 
3-18, of the Draft RMP/EIS. Locations of existing 
oil and gas leases are also contained in BLM’s 
land status records, which may be reviewed in 
Craig, Colorado, at the Little Snake Resource Area 
Office, 1280 Industrial Avenue, or the Craig 
District Office, 455 Emerson Street, and in 
Denver, at the Colorado State Oftice, Records 
and Public Services Section, 2850 Youngfield 

‘Street. Reproducing and printing maps in the 
RMP/EIS showing all existing oil and gas leases 
in the resource area would be prohibitively 
expensive; over 90 percent of the resource area 
is currently leased for oil and gas, involving several 
thousand leases. 

In addition, we do not believe that including the 
information you request in the RMP/EIS would 
be helpful in making RMP decisions or in choosing 
among alternatives. The need for no-surface- 
occupancy or other protective stipulations would 
be determined by the sensitivity of resources to 
surface-disturbing activities, not by the presence 

“or absence of mineral leases. The one exception 
would be wilderness recommendations. Presence 
and location of pre-Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act oil and gas leases may affect 
manageability of an area as wilderness; alterna- 
tively, under alternatives that do not recommend 
wilderness designation, location and terms of 
existing mineral leases may affect impacts to 
wilderness values should those leases be developed. 

Any range projects proposed in recreation, 
wildlife, or any other management priority areas 
would be mitigated to protect resource values. The 
use of water development as a tool to improve 
livestock distribution would be considered a more 
desirable method than fencing. 
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3-06 Priority access in this case covers the acquisition 
of easements and rights-of-way across private land. 
Although the emphasis for acquisition is for 
forestry purposes, which include silvicultural 
treatments, public fuelwood harvesting, and insect 
and disease monitoring, the resultant access 
benefits other programs, most.notably recreation, 
by providing public access to otherwise inaccess- 
ible public land. The identified access needs have 
nothing to do with subsidies for timber production 
or road construction. 

3-07 See response to comment 2-01. 

3-08 BLM believes avoidance stipulations will provide 
adequate protection to the resource. Site-specific 
activity .plans may impose more restrictive 
stipulations on certain areas, depending on the 
proposed activity, including additional limitations 
on ORV use. 

3-09 Hell’s Canyon was studied for inclusion as an 
ACEC and was found to contain remnant plant 
associations; however, it was determined that 
special management protection was not necessary 
for the area as a whole and that adequate 
safeguards would be provided through avoidance 
stipulations. Cross Mountain Canyon ACEC 
would be closed to ORV use; ORV use in Lookout 
Mountain ACEC and Irish Canyon ACEC would 
be limited to designated roads and trails. See 
response to comment 3-02. 

3-10 The goal of the proposed plan (as with all 
alternatives analyzed in the Draft RMP/EIS) is 
to provide for a variety of uses within multiple- 
use objectives and the sustained yield capability 
of the resources. BLM believes’that managing the 
Colorado portion of West Cold Spring as wildlife, 
recreation and livestock priority ,areas would best 
meet this multiple-use goal. 

The ORV activity plan to be: prepared after 
completion of the RMP would delineate existing 
and designated roads and trails for all areas 
identified for limited ORV use in the proposed 
plan. The data that we have developed at this 
stage of the planning process is also available for 
public review at the Little Snake Resoure Area 
office. (Please note that Cross Mountain Canyon 
ACEC would be closed to ORV use under the 
proposed plan.) 

Lands along the northern boundary of the Little 
Yampa/Juniper Canyon SRMA were not 
included in the SRMA because the vast majority 
of suitable land there is privately owned and 
outside BLM’s jurisdiction. 

After analyzing the area, BLM determined that 
the Calico Draw area would not receive 
significant, adverse impacts to paleontological 
resources as a result of increased recreational access 
to the area. 

3-11 40 CFR 1501.7 refers to issues that are significant 
to the proposed action. Although the Yampa River 
may be a significant resource, and impacts to that 
resource are considered in the Little Snake RMP/ 
EIS, a recommendation to Congress to study the 
river is not significant to resource management 
planning for the Little Snake Resource Area. 

A formal study for the portions of the Yampa 
River within BLM’s jurisdiction has not been 
authorized by Congress. (Please note that a Wild 
and Scenic River study for the Kern River in 
California was mandated by Congress in the 
National Parks and Recreation Act of 1978, Public 
Law 95-625, November 10, 1978.) 

An evaluation of the Yampa River against the 
designation criteria, as suggested in the comment, 
would not be helpful in making RMP decisions 
or choosing among RMP alternatives. Such an 
evaluation would merely document whether BLM 
agrees or disagrees with the inclusion of the Yampa 
River on the Nationwide Rivers Inventory List. 
BLM does not have the authority to either 
designate a river as wild and scenic or to remove 
a river from the Nationwide Rivers Inventory List. 
However, because the Yampa River is currently 
listed, BLM does have the responsibility (under 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and NEPA) to 
consider the river in the RMP/EIS and to evaluate 
potential impacts to the river from the various 
RMP alternatives. We believe we have fulfilled 
these requirements in the RMP/EIS. 

In addition, the RMP has identified the types of 
management to be applied to all recreation 
resources, in terms of the type of environmental 
settings and the types of recreational opportunities 
that are to be maintained or provided. As a result 
of this analysis, sections of the Yampa River within 
Little Yampa/Juniper Canyons and Cross 
Mountain Canyon have been proposed for 
protective management in the proposed plan. 
Nothing in the plan would prevent a Wild and 
Scenic River study being prepared for the Yampa 
River in the future if Congress authorized such 
a study. 
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3-12 

3-13 

5-01 

6-01 

7-01 

8-01 

9-01 

10-01 

1 l-01 

12-01 

Under the DroDosed man. the Diamond Breaks 
WSA, Cros’s Mountain WSA (including Cross 
Mountain Canyon ACEC), Limestone Ridge 
ACEC/RNA, and Irish Canyon ACEC are 
designated as unsuitable for rights-of-way. 
Lookout Mountain ACEC and other areas 
containing Colorado sensitive plants or remnant 
plant associations are classified as sensitive for 
rights-of-way and will be studied on a case-by- 
case basis to determine actual siting. In all cases, 
rights-of-way will not be allowed within any 
ACEC if they conflict with the values for which 
the ACEC was established. BLM believes that 
rights-of-way are compatible uses within other 
recreation and wildlife priority areas with 
appropriate mitigation. No rights-of:way corridors 
have been designated in the proposed plan. 

The lands around Elk Mountain’ and Blacktail 
Mountain are identified for retention or exchange 
because they do not meet the criteria for outright 
disposal listed in Section 203 of FLPMA. Lands 
in the area are desirable for acquisition because 
of identified access needs. These areas are identified 
as other mineral management priority areas under 
all alternatives. These lands were not shown on 
the alternative maps because-of their small size. 

The line identifying the southern boundary for 
the Black Mountain acquisition/retention area was 
established, based on ‘a proposed exchange that 
has been determined to be in the public’s interest. 
The public land on Woodchuck Hill (except for 
most of that along Morrison Creek) would be 
exchanged for additional lands ‘on Blacktail 
Mountain. Since these’ public’ lands were not 
identified in Appendix 24, they could’ only be 
disposed of by such an exchange, which would 
be a discretionary action that would only take 
place if the public’s interest would be well served. 
Therefore, if an exchange were not completed, 
the lands would be managed subject to the same 
land tenure principles as lands lying in the retention 
area. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. ‘. I 

See response to comment ‘2-O 1. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01.. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-O 1. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

13-01 See response to comment 2-01. 

14-01 See response to.comment 2-01. 

15-01 See response to comment 2-01. 

15-02 See response to comment 3-l 1. 

15-03 BLM does not imply that much of its current 
grazing land is unsuitable. BLM states that a large 
portion of acreage could be’substantially improved 
through various structural or nonstructural 
improvements. Also see comment numbers 98- 
24 and 153-29. 

In many cases, present data may indicate the need 
for changes in various grazing allotments; however, 
we recognize that much of this data was derived 
,from a range-site inventory (see Appendix 4 in 
the draft RMP/EIS), which is not by itself 
adequate proof’ of actual stocking rates. This 
inventory, when combined with a 3- to 5-year 
monitoring study, should resolve many question- 
able variables recognized in the one-time 
inventory. BLM is required by its regulations (see 
page 2-14 in the Draft RMP/EIS) to monitor 
,the results of grazing levels until adequate data 
are collected to justify a livestock reduction. 

16-01 See response to comment 2-01. 

17-01 See rbsponse is coinmint 2-01. 

18-01 See response to comment 2-01. 

19-01 See response to comment 2-01. 

19-02 See response to comment 3-11. 

19-03 See response to comment 15-03. 

20-d! See response to comment 2-01. 

21-01, See response to comment 2-01. 

22-Oi ‘.See,response to comment 2-01. 

22-02 BLM fully recognizes the important wildlife values 
of West Cold Spring ‘and the five Dinosaur 
National Monument adjacent areas., Mitigative 
measures designed to protect the wildlife resources 
will be placed on oil and gas activities in these 
areas, as needed. 

22-03 See response to comment. 15-03. 

23-01 See response to comment 2-01. 

24-01 See response to comment 2-O 1. 

25?01 See response to comment 2-01, 

26-O 1 See response to comment 2-01. 

26-02 See response to comment 3-11. 
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27-01 See response to comment 2-01. 

28-01 The water resource section did not include areas 
of potential water resource development, because 
BLM has no plans for major water projects. Most 
of the water resource development in the resource 
area consists of spring developments (small head 
boxes, pipe, and a livestock watering trough) and 
construction of stock ponds on ephemeral and 
intermittent drainage ways (all of these structures 
have dams less than 15 feet in height and storage 
capacities of less than 10 acre-feet). 

Impacts of the various alternatives on future 
federal, state, and private water developments were 
not discussed, primarily because most projects 
would not be affected by any of the decisions 
made within the document; for example, water 
projects would not be precluded outright in most 
areas’ on BLM lands. The exception to this could 
be projects proposed within designated wilderness 
areas and special management areas. Impacts of 
these latter designations on future developments 
would depend on the specific development 
proposal and could only be assessed on a case- 
by-case basis. 

Only Congress can designate an area as wilderness; 
BLM recommends areas for wilderness designa- 
tion,’ based on a variety of criteria established and 
outlined under the‘ Wilderness Act of 1964 and 
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
of 1976. Congress has recognized the problems ‘_ 
,of water rights for wilderness areas; therefore, we 
believe future designations of wilderness areas by 
Congress will address the issue of water rights 
to be included or excluded from those areas. 

The Juniper-Cross Mountain project will require 
a comprehensive environmental impact statement 
to address the project and its ‘alternatives. We 
believe it will be better to have a land-use plan 
in effect before BLM has to address the impacts 
of granting rights-of-way permits for ‘this project. 
An amendment to the RMP can then be considered 
in conjunction with the EIS for the Juniper-Cross 
Mountain Project. It will be simpler to, consider 
the impacts, positive or negative,- on an existing 
land use plan, rather than weighing the impacts 

: of the projects against the impacts of all various 
alternatives impacts. The issue of whether Cross 
Mountain should beused for wilderness, a dam, 
or both will be decided by Congress, as well as 
what water rights will be included if the area is 
designated as wilderness. 

29-O 1 See response to comment 2-01. 

30-01 

31-01 

32-01 

33-01 

34-01 

35-01 

36-01 

37-01 

38-01 

39-01 

40-01 

41-01 

42-O 1 

‘44-01 

45-01 

46-O 1 

.47-o 1 

48-01 ,:. 
49-01 

51-01 

52-O 1’ 

‘53-01 

54-01 

54-02 

54-03 

55-01 

56-01 

57-01 

58-01 

58-02 

59-01 

60-O 1 

60-02 

See response to comment 2-O 1. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. ‘.’ 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01.’ ‘. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01:..‘ 

See response to’ comment 2-01: 

See response to comment 2-01.. 

See response to comment 2-O 1. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-011 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-O 1. 

See response~to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-O 1. .‘. (. 
See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 1 

See response to comment 2101. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 3-l 1. 

See response to comment 15-03. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. ’ 

Ink Springs has been included as part of the Irish 
Canyon ACEC and is subject ,to protective 
measures detailed in the, Special Designations 
section under Management Priority Areas in the 
proposed plan. G-Gap, Horse Draw and Hell’s 
Canyon would not be designated as ACECs or 
RNAs, but any surface-disturbing activities would 
be subject-to an avoidance stipulation to protect 
plant associations. ‘. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 3-11. 
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61-01 

62-01 

62-02 

63-01 

64-01 

64-02 

64-03 

65-01 

65-02 

66-01 

67-01 

68-01 See response to comment 2-01. 

69-O 1 See response to comment 2-O 1. 

70-01 See response to comment 2-01. 

,‘71-01 See response to comment 3- 11. 

71-02. See response to comment 15-03. 

,, 72-01 See response to comment 2-01. 

73-01 See response to comment 2-O 1. 

75-01 See response to comment 2-01. 

77-01 See response to comment 2-01. 

77-02 See response to comment 3-11. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 3-11. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 3-11. 

See response to comment 15-03. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 3-11. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

The RMP does not dictate the use of private 
land (see the description of Management Priority 
Areas in the proposed plan). Where private surface 
overlies federal minerals, the plan considers the 
impact of leasing (or not leasing) federal minerals 
and provides for mitigation of the impacts that 
would result if those minerals were developed. 
By requiring mitigation of impacts that would 
otherwise occur if the federal minerals were 
developed, a decision allowing mineral develop- 
ment could be made ,where otherwise a no leasing 
decision might have been made because of 
anticipated impacts. 

By making a decision to lease or not to lease, 
BLM sets in motion a chain of events that will 
impact the environment. When those impacts are 
to the private surface owner, the resolution of those 
impacts is left to the surface owner. However, 
certain impacts can go beyond the private surface. 
If these impacts are not acceptable to BLM, then 
they can be mitigated or a decision can be made 
not to lease. The FMCAs are designed to mitigate 
impacts to wildlife populations that are managed 
by the state of Colorado or to protect water quality 
downstream of leases. 

77-03 

,78-01 

79-01 

80-01 

‘81-01 

82-01 

84-01 

85-01 

86-01 

87-01 

88-01 

88-02 

89-01 

90-O 1 

91-01 

92-01 

93-01 

93-02 

93-03 

See response to comment 15-03. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment i-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 3-l 1. 

‘See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01 I 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

Cultural resource management actions will be 
included in environmental assessments of off-road 
vehicle events when and if they occur. Identiti- 
cation of cultural resources and mitigation of 
impacts as a result of ORV use will be developed 
and included in the environmental documents and 
will be a condition of use. Casual ORV use in 
open areas can only be mitigated through 
surveying for cultural sites and through identifying 
mitigative measures, such as closing a site. 

The Cultural Resource Class I narrative overview 
was being developed at the same time the RMP 
was being written. Therefore, the discussions in 
chapter 3 summarized what was known about 
prehistoric and historical resources at that time. 
The use of the automated data base is fully 
discussed in Appendix 2 1. This discussion includes 
how site numbers were developed. There is more 
to this figure than upland and lowland habitation. 
The “gross arithmetic projection” is also explained 
in this appendix. 

Information management for organization of 
cultural resource information, description of the 
results of previous work for planning purposes, 
and integration of work into a systematic 
preservation effort is guided, by BLM policy, Code 
of Federal Regulations, manual supplements, and 
laws. BLM is aware of the Secretary’s Guidelines, 
and they closely correspond to what BLM does. 
The various data management systems maintained 
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94-o 1 

95-01 

95-02 

95-03 

96-O 1 

97-01 

98-01 

at the Little Snake Resource Area follow BLM 
guidelines. They are cited in the RMP. 

Priority treatments and planning responsibilities 
are discussed in the RMP in a very general manner. 
Cultural resource management plans (CRMPs) 
will be developed. CRMPs will be developed to 
provide the cultural program with goals of its own. 
However, this phase of planning is activity 
planning and will be developed in implementation 
of the land-use plan. The RMP establishes that 
this work is required and that it will be conducted. 

This letter is not a comment on the RMP/EIS. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

As required by NEPA, an environmental analysis 
will be prepared for each range, wildlife, and 
watershed project. These site-specific documents 
will address the impacts of the proposed action 
on threatened and endangered plants and animals 
and on identified remnant plant communities. We 
are not, however, introducing any nonnative 
species. Nonnative species that we plan on using 
for improvements were introduced decades ago. 
The impacts of these species have been confined 
to the immediate area where they were originally 
seeded. 

See response to comment 3-11. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

The comment cites only part of the analysis on 
page 4-24 of the Wilderness Technical Supple- 
ment, which contains a range of possible impacts 
from oil and gas development if Cross Mountain 
WSA were managed as an SRMA rather than 
as wilderness. As discussed on that page, 
development of the post-FLPMA leases depends 
largely on how soon Congress acts on designation 
or nondesignation of Cross Mountain WSA as 
wilderness. The pre-FLPMA lease has expired. 
All existing post-FLPMA leases will expire by 
1992. If Congress were to release Cross Mountain 
WSA from wilderness consideration before 1992, 
the WSA protection stipulation would be dropped, 
and there is a low to moderate potential that some 
or all of the remaining leases would be developed. 
The section cited by the respondent is an analysis 
of worst-case impacts that could occur under these 
circumstances. If Congress were to release Cross 
Mountain after 1992, no leases would remain 
within the WSA and any new leases issued within 
Cross Mountain would carry no-surface- 
occupancy stipulations. The impacts of that 
situation are also analyzed on page 4-24 of the 
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98-02 

98-03 

98-04 

98-05 

98-06 

Draft Wilderness Technical Supplement. Also see 
response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

The oil and gas potential for the Cross Mountain 
area was derived from public geologic data (maps, 
nearby well data, etc.) and not from proprietary 
information. The paragraph on page 3-46 of the 
Wilderness Technical Supplement referencing 
proprietary geophysical data was intended to note 
interest by industry in the area and should not 
be interpreted to mean that the BLM has 
geophysical data or that we have interpreted such 
data. The paragraph in question will be rewritten 
in the Final Wilderness EIS. The two paragraphs 
following this one enumerate our reasons for 
designation of Cross Mountain as moderate to 
high oil and gas potential. 

The final intensive inventory. of ‘1980 adjusted 
the boundaries of Diamond Breaks “to exclude 
small narrow pieces of public land extending from 
the bulk of the unit, where it was determined 
that opportunities for solitude were limited. This 
resulted in a more blocked configuration for the 
unit.” BLM believes that this configuration 
provides a manageable wilderness area. 

This comment refers to administrative actions 
outside the scope of the RMP/EIS. The comment 
has been responded to by letter. 

Oil and gas lease C-36577 was erroneously issued 
contrary to Department of Interior and BLM 
directions concerning issuance of leases within 
WSAs. BLM’s mistake was caused by a misin- 
terpretation of the WSA boundary, which placed 
it along the township line between T. 10 N., Rs. 
102 and 103 W., 6th P.M., rather than slightly 
east of (or criss-crossing) the township line in 
Section 6, T. 10 N., R. 102 W., 6th P.M. 

The lease was not issued in violation of any 
congressional ban. That ban became effective on 
November 3, 1983. Between January 1983 and 
November 1983, leases were issued within WSAs 
with no-surface-occupancy stipulations on the 
lessee’s showing that the lands were prospectively 
valuable for oil and gas. 

BLM has informed the lessee that it considers the 
lease subject to the Interim Management Policy 
for WSAs. Corrective action is also being taken 
to make the lease subject to both the wilderness 
study area protection stipulations and a no-surface- 
occupancy stipulation for the lands in the West 
Cold Spring WSA. BLM has also suggested that 
the lessee request that the portion within and 
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adjacent to the WSA be restored to a pending 
offer status. Regardless of the steps being taken, 
BLM will not permit any surface development 
of the lease within the boundaries of the West 
Cold Spring WSA, unless released from further 
consideration. BLM did consider cancelling the 
lease or revoking its issuance, but decided that 
such action would violate a clear decision of the 
Interior Board of Lands Appeals in a similar case, 
Beverb M. Harris, Aminoil, Inc., 78 IBLA 251 
(1984). 

98-07 The Matt Trail, while not presently passable to 
vehicle traffic, is an obvious human imprint of 
man on the area. The regular use, hand main- 
tenance, wide distribution, and the number of 
imprints east of the trail substantially affect the 
naturalness of the portions deleted. If the boundary 
had been drawn around each imprint, the net effect 
would have been numerous fingers of land without 
wilderness characteristics penetrating the unit. As 
a result, the eastern boundary was established at 
the Matt Trail. 

98-08 See response to comment 98-05. 

98-09 Pages 4-74 and 4-75 of the draft RMP/EIS address 
the value of wildlife to Colorado and specifically 
to northwestern Colorado. The values are based 
on previous BLM studies, as footnoted. Expen- 
ditures for recreation and hunting are based on 
Colorado Division of Wildlife areas that do not 
conform to the WSA boundaries. Therefore, no 
exact measurements are available for numbers of 
recreation visitor days or hunter days on any WSA. 

In addition, increased demand for recreation and 
hunting is related to hunter satisfaction, area 
reputation, and other short-term variables. BLM 
concludes that hunter satisfaction would continue 
to be moderate to high, based on variables other 
than designation. 

98-10 Admittedly, if Vale of Tears were designated as 
wilderness, it would contribute to the wilderness 
values of Dinosaur National Monument, if for 
no other reason than as a buffer. Our analysis, 
however, does not support the contention that by 
itself Vale of Tears contains outstanding oppor- 
tunities for solitude or primitive and unconfined 
recreation, which is necessary to be considered 
suitable as wilderness. Also see response to 
comment 2-O 1. 

98-11 No opinion has been expressed to us by National 
Park Service regarding wilderness designation of 
Vale of Tears. 

98-12 BLM’s knowledge of allotments #4306, 4308, 
and 4309, when combined with soil surveys and 
consultations with livestock operators, provided 
adequate detail for project planning. However, 
these allotments have not been inventoried by the 
ecological site method.’ A site-specific project 
feasibility and environmental analysis will be 
completed for all range projects before implemen- 
tation to further analyze economic, beneficial, and 
harmful enviromental impacts of each proposed 
project. 

Additional information has been provided on page 
A4-1, which should clarify the lack of range site 
data listed under the “Undetermined Seral Stage” 
heading found in Appendix 6. 

98-13 BLM is currently preparing a bureau-wide 
environmental impact statement that addresses the 
impacts of herbicide spraying. This document is 
referenced in Appendix 10 of the draft RMP/ 
EIS. The specific chemicals, as well as mitigative 
measures to protect any rare plants and animals, 
will be decided when the allotment management 
plans and environmental assessments are written. 
Also, please see comment 99-02. 

98-14 Appendix 9 has been modified to provide a more 
complete and concise summary of the identified 
problems and the associated proposed solutions. 
Regarding range projects, we consided only those 
projects proposed in the Preferred Alternative. In 
the Wilderness Technical Supplement, we 
analyzed the impacts to possible future projects 
in that area. These projects were proposed in the 
Commodity Production Alternative, but were 
dropped out of the Preferred Alternative. 

98-15 The comment is correct. Although the Colorado 
State Director has the authority to remove Section 
202 WSAs from further wilderness consideration, 
Chew Winter Camp, Ant Hills, and Peterson 
Draw will be referred to Congress for a final 
decision on wilderness suitability. However, when 
considered apart from Dinosaur National Mon- 
ument, BLM’s analysis concludes that the 
combined WSAs do not exhibit outstanding 
opportunities for solitude and primitive and 
unconfined recreation; therefore, BLM is not 
recommending the areas as suitable for addition 
to the National Wilderness System. 

98-16 The issuance date for lease C-34238 was 
incorrectly stated as January 1, 1986, in the 
preliminary draft RMP/EIS. The correct date is 
December 6, 1982, when the lease was signed 
by the authorized officer. Also see response to 
comment 98-06. 
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98-17 

98-18 

98-19 

98-20 

98-21 

98-22 

See response to comment 3-l 1. 

Approximately 85 percent of the Little Yampa 
Canyon corridor is under lease for oil and gas, 
according to the oil and gas lease plats of October 
1985. 

The area of the Iles Mountain coal tract was 
evaluated in the Draft RMP/EIS through the same 
multiple-use process applied to the rest of the 
resource area. It was considered as a coal 
management priority area in the Energy and 
Minerals and Commodity Production alternatives 
and as a wildlife management priority area in the 
Renewable Resources and Natural Environment 
alternatives. Coal was determined to be the highest 
priority use in the Preferred Alternative in the 
draft RMP/EIS and the proposed plan in this 
final EIS. Impacts to the Yampa River were 
identified in the draft ‘RMP/EIS; see Recreation, 
pages 4-55 through 4-69. 

Although the Preferred Alternative continues to 
authorize livestock grazing over approximately 97 
percent of our federal surface, it is not unregulated. 
Each allotment (or pasture) has specific seasons 
of use and restrictions on the amount of total use 
and number and class of livestock. The extensive 
range improvement projects are designed to 
improve the quality’ of our public range lands, 
as manadated by the Public Rangelands Improve- 
ment Act of 1978. The majority of funds for the 
proposed range improvement projects comes from 
grazing fees and private permittee contributions. 
All projects are planned and implemented in 
cooperation with. the permittees. 

A map showing allotment boundaries on those 
Section 3 allotments is being included in the final. 

Documentation of a lower seral stage because 
of sagebrush domination is sufficient reason to 
plan wildlife and livestock forage production 
improvements; wildlife habitat improvements may 
be done by creating an edge effect (see glossary 
addition), and watershed enhancement may be 
done through sagebrush manipulation. The ability 
of a particular range to support’ a given number 
of livestock and wildlife over a particular season 
of use cannot be determined as easily. Many 
factors, including variable climatic conditions, 
fluctuating wildlife numbers, dietary overlap 
between species, and distribution problems, must 
be analyzed over a period of several years to 
document the actual use of various plant species. 

BLM is required by the Taylor Grazing Act and 
the Public Rangeland Improvement Act of 1978 
to provide for more range improvement projects 
designed to enhance forage production and habitat 
conditions for wildlife and livestock. 

Ample information is available that supports 
improvements in forage conditions through 
mechanical range-site manipulation for the benefit 
of livestock and wildlife. Policies and regulations 
require that reductions be implemented only upon 
the availability of acceptable data to support 
reduction. 

98-23 In reference to Table 3-9, page 3-42, the 37 percent 
determined to be unsatisfactory does not imply 
in any way that the lands are in “poor” condition. 
In reality, only approximately 2 to 3 percent of 
our inventoried acreages were shown to be in the 
low to poor seral stage. For planning purposes, 
unsatisfactory livestock forage is defined as those 
acreages that have a potential for significant 
increase in livestock forage through cost-effective 
livestock management. Many of the acres in 
unsatisfactory livestock condition are in medium 
or high seral stage (fair or good ecological 
condition). The figures represented in Table A6- 
2 are a closer representation of the present 
condition of our public rangelands. Narrative on 
page 3-42 has been expanded to explain this 
important concept. 

98-24 See response to comment 95-02. 

98-25 See response to comment 98-13. 

98-26 This document does not establish coal leasing 
levels. That is done by the Secretary of the Interior 
and the Regional Coal Team, and such work is 
beyond the scope of this RMP. This plan does, 
however, establish a land-use planning ground- 
work for any leasing levels or proposed devel- 
opment that might occur in the future. The RMP 
is intended to eliminate only those lands that 
should not be considered further for leasing. 

By no means will all of the acreage made available 
for further consideration for coal leasing by this 
plan be mined or even offered for lease, certainly 
not within the life of this RMP. Before BLM offers 
any new lands for coal lease, a detailed site-specific 
environmental analysis will be done. 

Even if a recommendation for no new coal leasing 
remains in effect throughout the life of this plan, 
that only refers to regional competitive lease sales 
such as the Green River - Hams Fork Round 
I coal lease sales held in 1981 and 1982. 
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Emergency lease applications can and, most likely, 
will continue to be submitted. 

Although the coal market today is in a slump, 
10 years ago it was-also in a slump and it has 
since boomed and slumped again. Therefore, we 
think it would be unwise to assume the market 
could not “boom” again in the next 10 years. 

The land-use planning groundwork in this plan 
will enable BLM to respond more quickly and 
efficiently if another “boom” does occur, while 
avoiding freqttent amendments to the RMP. It 
also provides industry with a variety of coal quality 
with which to meet future market needs. If the 
coal market remains depressed, there will be no 
change in the status of the lands. 

98-27 We are confused by this comment. No page 
references were made; therefore, we are not sure 
what the comment is specifically addressing. The 
Draft RMP/EIS does not state that there would 
be a moderate impact to oil and gas development 
from closures to leasing. The Draft Wilderness 
Technical Supplement does identify a potential 
long-term impact on oil and gas manageability 
within areas such as the Cross Mountain and West 
Cold Spring WSAs if they were designated as 
‘wilderness areas. These areas are rated to have 
moderate to high potential for occurrence of oil 
and gas. 

Please see pages S-4 and 2-75, the Preferred 
Alternative columns for oil and gas, and page 2- 
63. These tables show that 44 percent of the federal 
oil and gas acreage is restricted to varying degrees, 
not to 2 percent as suggested in the comment. 
The level of impact to a resource depends on the 
quality of the resource that is being affected. The 
loss of a number of acres considered to be of 
low-resource potential is much less significant then 
the loss of the same number of acres considered 
to be of high-resource potential. 

The pr:rpose of this land-use plan is to provide 
a framework within which future on-the-ground 
decisions concerning management of public lands 
will be made. There is no intent to analyze impacts 
or decisions that may or may not have been made 
in the past. Rather, this plan applies resource-area 
wide, even though over 90 percent of the resource 
area is currently under lease. When leases expire 
and the lands become available for leasing 
consideration again, the decisions developed in 
this plan will be applied. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
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98-28 BLM is not planning on using the indicator species 
concept for monitoring riparian or other important 
habitats in the Little Snake Resource Area. BLM 
is planning on using such parameters as species 
diversity, species richness and relative abundance, 
which would measure all species within a habitat 
and not concentrate on just the indicator species. 

98-29 The prescribed burn locations for the Preferred 
Alternative do not include the area under the 
Vermillion Bluffs Research Natural Area. 

98-30 BLM has reanalyzed the oil and gas management 
priority prescription for the Wild Mountain Area 
proposed under the Preferred Alternative. There 
appears to be a relatively low potential for and 
interest in oil and gas development in the area. 
A variety of recreational settings, opportunities 
and experiences are available in this area for public 
utilization. Based on our reanalysis of these factors, 
BLM has decided to redesignate the Wild 
Mountain area as a recreation management 
priority area because of the recreational values 
available in this area. 

99-01 Table 3-13, page 3-47, has been revised to reflect 
the addition of bonytail chub. 

99-02 Grasshopper and Mormon cricket control are not 
land-use allocation decisions and therefore are not 
appropriate for consideration in an RMP. Control 
of insect or disease damage to public lands 
managed by BLM within the resource area will 
be evaluated on either a case-by-case or program 
basis, depending on the situation. The Mormon 
cricket control program in Utah and Colorado 
is being administered by the USDA Animal and 
Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS), which 
has published the Rangeland Grasshopper 
Cooperative Management Program Final EIS, as 
supplemented (USDA 1986), which analyzes the 
impacts of the control program. 

99-03 See response to comment 3-11. 

99-04 See response to comment 2-01. 

99-05 Because unsatisfactory (see definition in glossary) 
rangelands have a potential for increased 
production of livestock and wildlife forage, it does 
not mean that they are presently overstocked. 
Selected range improvement projects are designed 
to improve the quality of our public rangelands, 
as mandated by the Public Rangelands Improve- 
ment Act of 1978. 

The ability of a particular range to support a given 
number of livestock and wildlife use cannot be 
adequately determined by a one-time inventory. 
Although useful for planning purposes, many 
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100-01 

101-01 

101-02 

101-03 

factors, including fluctuating wildlife numbers, 
dietary overlap between species, distribution 
problems, and variable climatic conditions, must 
be analyzed over a period of several years to 
document the actual utilization of various 
important plant species. 

As a result of public comment and an internal 
review of the impact analysis in the Draft RMP/ 
EIS, the proposed plan has been revised to allow 
leasing for development through surface mining 
within soil/water federal mineral concern areas 
and within wildlife, soil/water, livestock, and 
forest lands/woodlands management priority 
areas. Leasing for development involving surface 
mining of federal minerals other than coal would 
be allowed in wildlife federal mineral concern 
areas. Any such development, however, would 
have to comply with existing laws and regulations, 
and special stipulations could be placed on this 
development, in addition to standard stipulations, 
to protect important, unique, or fragile resources 
of concern to the federal government. This means 
that identified adverse impacts to such resources 
would have to be mitigated to an acceptable level, 
as determined by the authorized off&r, subject 
to valid existing rights. (See Proposed Little Snake 
Resource Management Plan, Management Prior- 
ity Areas.) 

The coal development potential ranking 
procedures were used to facilitate the impact 
analysis and the coal development potential screen 
(screen 1, page A2-1 of the Draft RMP/EIS). 
This ranking system concerns only those lands 
within the delineated coal planning areas. 

Lands that fell in the different interest level areas 
were then placed in the Rocky Mountain Oil and 
Gas Association (RMOGA) rating system 
(Appendix 3) for discussion throughout the 
resource area on a level comparable to other 
mineral resources. This was not done in such a 
specific manner for mineral resources other than 
coal, because the level of data concerning other 
minerals would not permit such an analysis. 

Text has been changed accordingly. 

We have clarified and corrected the discussion 
under the heading Coal (Issue l-l), item 1 on 
pages 2-31, 2-38, 2-44, 2-53, and 2-62 of the 
draft RMP/EIS and in the proposed plan to 
address your concern about a discussion of the 
cumulative loss of the coal that has been 
determined to be unsuitable for surface mining. 
Please see Appendix 2 (page A2-1, paragraph 2) 

101-04 

102-01 

102-02 

102-03 

for the discussion concerning potential moditica- 
tion of unsuitability decisions. 

We do not consider the coal resource associated 
with the 242,300 acres to be “lost,” because it 
has not been rendered forever unminable. It is, 
however, unminable as long as conditions 
warranting the unsuitability determination exists 
and sufficient coal to meet the energy demands 
of the nation is available elsewhere. 

We have not discussed this coal in greater detail 
because the largest percentage of the acreage 
(surface owner consultation and unsuitability) 
consists of small parcels throughout the coal 
planning area (see maps A2-2 and A2-3). A 
discussion of coal quality and characteristics under 
these parcels is virtually impossible. 

The large parcel of land in Township 8 North, 
Range 90, 91 West determined to be unsuitable 
for surface mining because of wildlife concerns 
overlies coal in the Tertiary Fort Union Formation. 
Dames and Moore (Open File Report 79-8 19, 
1979) reported there was not enough data in this 
area to determine surface minable reserves with 
any degree of certainty. They interpreted the sparse 
existing data to indicate the coal would be 
recoverable by underground methods only. 

Most of the lands within the coal planning area 
that are considered unacceptable for further 
consideration for surface mining because of 
multiple-use tradeoffs occur where either the coal 
has been eroded away (Axial Basin) or geologic 
conditions are unfavorable for the occurrence of 
surface minable coal (Cedar Mountain). 

We used the term “critical” in reference to game 
species habitat to be consistent with Colorado 
Division of Wildlife terminology. We have 
included a definition of “critical habitat” as a text 
change in this document. 

Threatened and endangered animals and plants 
would be protected the same under all alternatives; 
therefore, BLM believes it would be repetitious 
to include them under each alternative. Threatened 
and endangered wildlife have been added to the 
Summary Table. (See page 2- 14, Wildlife Habitat, 
in the Draft Little Snake RMP/EIS.) Threatened/ 
endangered, candidate, and Colorado BLM 
sensitive plants were identified as a separate issue, 
primarily in associaton with designation of 
potential ACECs and RNAs. 

Tables 3-11 and 3- 13 have been revised. 

Page A 2-11. Text has been revised. 
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102-04 Text has been revised to reflect the addition of 
Cirsuim ownbeyi. 

103-01 See response to comment 2-01. 

104-01 See response to comment 2-01. 

105-01 Site-specific proposals for sanitary facilities are 
not part of this RMP. Presently, nine pit-type toilets 
exist on BLM land within the resource area. 
Depending on funding, a few more may be 
installed within the next 10 to 15 years. At that 
time, site-specific analysis of local groundwater 
and surface water resources will take place before 
the sanitary facilities are constructed. 

Presently, there are no plans to permit sanitary 
landfills or solid-waste disposal facilities on BLM- 
managed land. BLM policy is to deny approval 
for such facilities; instead, BLM would attempt 
to sell or exchange land parcels to the party 
interested in constructing the facilities. 

Water wells developed on BLM lands would 
primarily be for livestock or wildlife consumption. 
Well pads are designed to drain off excess water. 
Livestock will invariably concentrate around 
water sources; however, the well casing and 
platform are designed to prevent normal contam- 
ination by livestock. Some well sites may require 
fencing to prevent damage to the structure and 
water contamination. 

Before surface or underground disposal of fluids 
is approved, the BLM and the Colorado Oil and 
Gas Conservation Commission must review 
possible impact from coal mining on page 4-38. 
Detailed analysis of the lowering of groundwater 
levels and aquifer destruction would be dependent 
on site-specific variables, and a discussion of these 
would certainly take place during the environ- 
mental analysis that would be prepared before 
a coal tract would be offered for leasing. 

106-01 Wilderness and other values for Cross Mountain 
are explained on pages 3-43 through 3-54 of the 
Wilderness Technical Supplement. Cross Moun- 
tain and other WSAs within the Little Snake 
Resource Area have been thoroughly inventoried 
and have been under study since 1979. See 
response to comment 2-01. 

107-01 See response to comment 2-01. 

107-02 BLM is aware of its lack of cultural resource 
data within the Cross Mountain and West Cold 
Spring WSAs. BLM’s Wilderness Study Policy 
(Federal Register, Wednesday, February 3, 1982, 
Vol47, No. 23, page 5106) indicates that cultural 
resources are optional or supplemental for 

designations of areas as WSAs. Therefore, these 
optional wilderness characteristics were consi- 
dered “supplemental” during the BLM wilderness 
inventory, and intensive cultural resource surveys 
were not carried out in these areas. However, what 
was known about cultural resources was applied 
when assessing the overall value of an area as 
wilderness. 

107-03 Irish Canyon was inventoried for wilderness 
characteristics but did not meet the mandatory 
criteria for wilderness. The unique qualities of the 
area have been recognized and are identified within 
an ACEC (Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern). 

108-01 See response to comment 2-01. 

109-01 Approximate locations of the FMCAs are shown 
on the oversize maps with the management priority 
areas for each alternative. This information has 
been added to the discussion on page 2-5; see 
text changes. 

These areas have been analyzed for potentially 
surface minable coal resources (see proposed plan). 
Because of a lack of data, or because development 
was not precluded by the FMCAs, no attempt 
was made to analyze resource development 
potential for other minerals, including oil and gas. 

109-02 The Uncommitted Mitigation section contains 
mitigative measures that could further reduce 
environmental impacts beyond those required by 
the land-use plan or other mitigative measures 
required by BLM as part of its permitting processes. 
Uncommitted mitigative measures in this section 
are either those that BLM does not have the 
authority to require or those that BLM does not 
believe are necessary at this time to bring the level 
of anticipated impacts down to an acceptable level. 
When site-specific proposals are evaluated through 
the NEPA process, some of these uncommitted 
mitigative measures, which BLM has the authority 
to require, may be necessary to keep environmen- 
tal impacts within acceptable levels. The word 
“would” was in error and has been changed to 
“could” in the errata section of this document. 

If, in site-specific-impact analysis, it was found 
to be necessary to require a private company to 
compensate for lost public access by opening 
private lands for public recreation as a condition 
of a lease, the company could open lands under 
its control to recreational use by the public or 
it could lease rights for public recreation on other 
private lands as hunting rights are often leased. 
BLM is making no commitment at this time to 
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109-03 

110-01 

111-01 

112-01 

113-01 

114-01 

115-01 

require any measures in the Uncommitted 
Mitigation section. Some of these measures cannot 
be required by BLM; but they could be required 
by some other agency, or voluntarily done by a 
private company or volunteer group. 

Many of the plant species protected in the RNAs 
are not palatable to cattle and are not located 
in areas that are likely to receive cattle use. 
Although it is possible that remnant plant 
associations could be damaged through cattle use, 
proper grazing management and use monitoring 
would prevent degradation of the remnant plant 
associations and would maintain the integrity of 
the RNA. 

See response to comment 2-O 1. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-O 1. 

We believe that ORV use on public lands 
administered by the BLM is a legitimate 
recreational use of these lands under the mulitple- 
use concept. A significant and growing number 
of public land users value the relatively unconfined 
recreational opportunites still available on BLM- 
administered public lands. 

ORV activities occurring within the Little Snake 
Resource Area will be monitored on a regular 
basis to ensure that any adverse impacts caused 
by ORV use can be minimized and mitigated in 
an acceptable manner 

Site-specific management actions such as the 
posting of ORV restricted signs will be initiated 
during the implementation phase of the RMP. 

Table 8 in the proposed plan delineates those areas 
proposed for designation as open, limited, or closed 
to ORV use. 

The majority of the Sand Wash Area outside of 
the main channel of Sand Wash itself has been 
proposed for designation as open to ORV use 
under the Proposed Plan. 

See response to comment 2-O 1. 

Using numbers for wildlife enables BLM to better 
assess impacts to wildlife populations and compare 
different population levels in the various 
alternatives to the Colorado Division of Wildlife’s 
Strategic Plan. The conclusion in the proposed 
plan (i.e., to continue managing for CDOW’s 1988 
strategic objectives until monitoring is completed) 
was based on the analysis of other alternative levels 
of management in the draft RMP/EIS. 

115-02 

115-03 

115-04 

115-05 

115-06 

116-01 

References are made to monitoring studies on 
pages 2-61, 2-64, and A9-1. Appendix 14, page 
A 14- 1, provides a general discussion of monitoring 
and evaluation. No specific monitoring plan is 
addressed in the RMP. Analysis Assumptions and 
Guidelines on page 4-1 states that funding will 
be available to implement and supervise the 
selected alternative of the RMP, which includes 
a monitoring program. 

The wildlife numbers used in each alternative 
were developed during a meeting on April 8,1985, 
attended by BLM, Colorado Division of Wildlife 
(CDOW), and local ranchers. Because a consensus 
could not be reached, an average between the 
numbers requested by CDOW and those requested 
by the ranchers was used. It is important to note 
that these numbers, as depicted in the Preferred 
Alternative, portray an initial short-term reduction 
of approximately 10 percent for both livestock 
and wildlife. Over the life of the plan, increased 
AUMs, through development of livestock project 
proposals, could possibly recapture AUMs lost 
during the initial reduction, if all proposed range 
improvement projects were funded, implemented, 
and fully successful. Wildlife is expected to benefit 
from many of these proposals, although data are 
insufficient to project whether long-term wildlife 
numbers would increase, and if so by how much. 
Until future monitoring studies have been 
completed and proper utilization levels have been 
established, BLM would also continue to recognize 
Colorado Division of Wildlife 1988 Strategic Plan 
Objective wildlife numbers. Further consultation, 
coordination, and negotiation with CDOW and 
future monitoring studies would focus on identified 
wildlife/livestock conflict areas (see Appendix 
16); levels would be established to meet multiple- 
use objectives (see page 2-64). 

Actual livestock use versus preference is discussed 
on page 3-42 of the Draft RMP/EIS. 

Table S-l on pages S-5 and 6 reflect the initial 
adjustments for each alternative. Table 2-35, pages 
2-76 and 77, reflect long-term forage availability 
that could be possible through projects and 
intensive management systems. Appendix 12 gives 
an allotment-by-allotment analysis of these short- 
and long-term adjustments. 

The economic values used in table 4-20 are for 
willingness to pay and are based on a study done 
by Moore and Schumacher on the western slope 
of Colorado. The values were updated to 1984 
(the date the tables were prepared). 

See response to comment 2-O 1. 

III-14 



117-01 See response to comment 2-01. 

118-01 Soil condition is projected to decline under the 
Current Management, Energy and Minerals, and 
Commodity Production alternatives; however, it 
it projected to stabilize or improve under the 
Renewable Resource, Natural Environment, and 
Preferred alternatives. A table showing estimates 
of salt tonnage for the Yampa River, Little Snake 
River, and Vermillion Creek has been added to 
the Affected Environment section 

With the data available to us, we cannot make 
any absolute, quantitative projections of how the 
different alternatives will affect salt loads within 
Little Snake Resource Area streams, because (1) 
we cannot predict the locations and amounts of 
acreage that could be disturbed from activities 
under the various alternatives; and (2) salt content 
within soils is highly variable, even within the 
same stratigraphic unit. Although salt loads would 
vary from alternative to alternative within 
tributary streams, differences probably would be 
insignificant within the Colorado River. 

118-02 BLM recognizes that a problem exists with grazing 
in riparian areas. Instead of an “across-the-board” 
exclusion of livestock from these areas (fencing 
all riparian areas would be prohibitively expen- 
sive), BLM will look at problem areas case-by- 
case and then decide whether or not to exclude 
livestock. This is stated in the proposed plan under 
Issues 2-5 and 2-6, item 5. 

Oil and gas operations wanting to locate in riparian 
zones will also have to undergo a case-by-case 
analysis before approval is granted. Guidelines are 
stated in the proposed plan, under Issues 2-5 and 
2-6, item 2. 

Within fragile soil and water areas, NSO 
stipulations were analyzed under the Natural 
Environment and Renewable Resource alterna- 
tives. Very stringent performance standards will 
be implemented within fragile areas under the 
Proposed Plan, Issue 2-5 and 2-6, item 2. 

118-03 In fragile soil and water areas, ORVs are restricted 
to existing roads and trails. BLM believes that 
this level of restriction will achieve the desired 
protection. Also, because both “restricting” and 
“closing” an area would involve signing only, one 
would not be harder than the other to enforce. 

118-04 As stated on page 4-41, the significance of the 
impacts would depend on the amount of timber 
harvested and the proximity of the harvest area 
to streams. Each proposed timber harvest will be 
assessed in a site-specific environmental assess- 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS, 

ment, and the relationship between potential 
benefit versus potential damage will be analyzed. 
Timber stands within much of the area are 
undergoing severe mortality from mountain pine 
beetle and other insect and disease infestations. 
Salvage operations and cultural treatments through 
timber harvests designed to save existing timber 
stands and salvage dead timber stands may apper 
to have “negligible value of the timber” but in 
the long run would enhance value to the timber 
as well as other resources. 

118-05 The paragraph on page 4-34 deals with a possible 
disadvantage of wilderness designation that is real. 
No matter what amount of AUMs may exist in 
an allotment, livestock will tend to congregate in 
“desirable” areas (such as a watering area). This 
congregation could cause erosion problems, which 
would then be more difticult to fix, because of 
limitations on the types of projects that could be 
implemented to redistribute livestock. The 
paragraph does not state that this is occurring 
within WSAs; it simply states that it is a possibility. 

118-06 See response to comment 2-01. 

119-01 See response to comment 2-01. 

120-01 Issues would be resolved by using the definitions 
of compatible/excluded uses for each kind of 
management priority area, as described beginning 
on page 2-2 of the draft RMP/EIS and in the 
Proposed Resource Management Plan section of 
this final RMP/EIS. 

120-02 This BLM office has only conducted ecological 
site inventories since 1981 (see Appendix 4). 
Please see Appendix 6, page A6-14 and Table 
4-6, page 4-14. These range-site conditions verify 
your findings that the majority of our BLM lands 
are in high fair, good, and excellent conditions, 
with only 3 percent actually in poor condition. 

We are also in agreement that the results of a 
one-time inventory can often be a reflection of 
variable climatic situations. Therefore, we are not 
issuing grazing decisions solely on the merit of 
a one-time inventory; we are also analyzing 
livestock and wildlife use over a 3- to 5-year 
period. Also see response to comment 153-29. 

121-01 “Wilderness Values” refers to those criteria used 
to determine suitability, as published in the Federal 
Regkter Vol. 47 No. 23, Chaper II, c. An 
alternative was analyzed in the Wilderness 
Technical Supplement (WTS) that combined the 
Ant Hills, Chew Winter Camp, and Peterson 
Draw WSAs. The WTS also stated that these 
WSAs have outstanding wilderness values in 
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122-01 

123-01 

125-01 

125-02 

125-03 

125-04 

125-05 

125-06 

i27-01 

conjunction with Dinosaur National Monument. 
The legal basis of our wilderness inventory process, 
which was completed in 1980, is contained in 
Sections 603 and 202 of the Federal Land, Policy 
and Management Act of 1976 (PL 94-579). The 
wilderness inventory was completed in November 
1980 (please see Chapter 7 of the Wilderness 
Technical Supplement). Outstanding or unique 
features were not the only factor evaluated in 
determining suitability. See response to comment 
2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-O 1. 

See responses to comments 67-01 and 154-38. 

Page 2-11 refers to compatible and excluded uses 
on research natural areas and outstanding natural 
areas as they apply to all alternatives, except the 
Preferred. Oil and gas leasing was allowed in 
ONAs with no-surface-occupancy stipulations just 
as it was in RNAs. Under the Proposed Plan, 
Issue 3-2 describes those special management areas 
recommended and the general type of restrictions 
that will apply. It should be noted that no ONAs 
are proposed under the proposed plan. 

See response to comment 109-03. 

The discussion of oil and gas impacts on page 
4-24 and 4-26 of the draft has been revised. 

Regarding temporary versus permanent loss of 
wildlife, the only time we project permanent loss 
is in an area where wildlife populations are 
assumed to be at carrying capacity, as discussed 
on page 4,-26,3rd paragraph. 

A map has been included in the Final RMP 
depicting the estimated potential for the occurrence 
of oil and gas throughout the resource area. 

We believe that the surface disturbance and visual 
impacts associated with leasable mineral devel- 
opment would adversely affect certain recreational 
setting and opportunities currently available in the 
special recreation management areas. It would be 
desirable, from the standpoint of recreation 
management, to avoid those adverse impacts; 
however, from the stand point of multiple-use 
management, more flexibility in allowing certain 
levels of multiple-use development is preferred. 
Also see response for comment number 109-02. 

The requirement to conduct a multiple-use tradeoff 
analysis was fulfilled through the formulation and 
analysis for RMP alternatives, which examined 
various tradeoffs amoung resource uses and values. 
The process was used to develop all alternatives, 

127-02 

127-03 

127-04 

127-05 

127-06 

127-07 

127-08 

127-09 

127-10 

including the Preferred Alternative; it is described 
on pages l-2, 1-4, and 1-5 of the Draft RMP/ 
EIS. 

See response to comment 67-01. 

Table 3 provides an oil and gas potential rating 
for the no-new-leasing and no-surface-occupancy 
designations combined. The 36,240 acres of no- 
new-leasing under the proposed plan are contained 
in the proposed Diamond Breaks Wilderness Area. 
The 52,775 acres to which no-surface-occupancy 
stipulations will be attached are found in the 
specific listings of the LSRA Oil and Gas Umbrella 
Environmental Analysis. A map depicting the 
approximate oil and gas potentials of the resource 
area has been included in this document to show 
the relationship of oil and gas potentials to 
management priority areas. 

Access would be denied across no-new-leasing (i.e. 
proposed wilderness) areas and no-surface- 
occupancy (i.e., critical wildlife habitat, RNAs and 
recreational areas) areas. Most of the NSO areas 
are small and could easily be avoided by new 
access routes. 

See response to comment 125-06. 

See response to comment 109-02. 

Though the potential for oil and gas is moderate 
to high in some special management areas, these 
areas have .been identified as a priority area for 
special features and will be managed as such. 
Ninety-eight percent of the resource area is 
available for oil and gas exploration, as opposed 
to 1.9 percent of the area in special management 
areas that are also available, but with some 
restrictions. Also see response to comment 109- 
03. 

See text changes for pages 4-24 and 4-25 of the 
draft RMP/EIS. 

See response to comment 127-07. 

The only special management areas with no- 
surface-occupancy stipulations are Limestone 
Ridge RNA and Cross Mountain Canyon ACEC. 
Specific restrictions are detailed in the proposed 
plan under Management Priority Areas, Special 
Designations. Known geologic structures do not 
occur in any special management areas under the 
proposed plan. 

The “blanket restrictions” identified for sensitive 
areas are general measures that may be required, 
based on the analysis of compatible/excluded uses 
for specific types of management priority areas 
(see the proposed plan). Any actual stipulations 
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127-11 

127-12 

128-01 

128-02 

128-03 

128-04 

128-05 

128-07 

128-08 

129-01 

130-01 

130-02 

131-01 

132-01 

133-01 

that may be incoporated in a right-of-way grant 
will be written in a manner consistant with current 
BLM policy and BLM’s Right-of-Way Handbook, 
which emphasizes the use of performance 
standards. 

See proposed plan, Major Rights-of-Way, Issue 
4-2. 

See response to comment 127-03. 

See response to comment 125-05. 

See response to comment 67-O 1. 

See response to comment 127-03. 

See response to comment 109-02. 

In the Natural Environment and Renewable 
Resource alternatives, NSO stipulations would be 
attached to all new leases within fragile soil and 
watershed areas. In contrast, special performance 
standards, rather than NSO stipulations, would 
be attached to all leases within the fragile areas 
under the Preferred Alternative and the proposed 
plan. See the description of management actions, 
Soils and Water Resources (Issues 2-5 and 2-6) 
in the proposed plan. 

See responses to comments 109-03 and 127-06. 

128-06 See response to comment 127-07. 

See response to comment 127-10. 

See response to comment 127-03. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 98-15. 

A complete discussion of wilderness suitability 
for Ant Hills and Chew Winter Camp is available 
in the Summary Analysis and Recommendations 
table beginning on page 5-6 of the Wilderness 
Technical Supplement. See response to comment 
98-15. 

See response to comment 2-O 1. 

Site-specific management actions such as the 
development of trails, signing and the organization 
of various recreational events will be it$iated 
during the implementation phase of the RMP. 

We recognize that multiple-use activities may be 
synchronized, in some cases, by the season of use 
during which each of the multiple-use activities 
in question normally occurs. 

We also recognize and strongly support the use 
of volunteers in the maintenance and enhancement 
of various natural resource values on public lands. 
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133-02 

133-03 

133-04 

133-05 

133-06 

134-01 

134-02 

134-03 

134-04 

136-01 

137-01 

137-02 

137-03 

137-04 

138-01 

139-01 

139-02 

See response to comment 133-O 1. 

We realize that impacts from different kinds of 
ORVs may vary, depending on the type of ORV 
and/or season of use. BLM believes, however, 
that any kind of ORV use would be inappropriate 
and would cause damage within the fragile soil 
and water areas. The kinds of ORV restrictions 
BLM is proposing are listed in the Off-Road 
Vehicle Designations tables under all of the 
alternatives. 

See response to comment 133-01. 

Once the plan is approved, it and all BLM land- 
use plans can be amended, as provided in BLM’s 
planning regulations (43 CFR 1610.5-5). As stated 
in those regulations, “An amendment shall be 
initiated by the need to consider monitoring and 
evaluation findings, new data, new or revised 
policy, a change in circumstances or a proposed 
action that may result in a change in the scope 
of the resource uses or a change in the terms, 
conditions and decisions of the approved plan.” 

The Craig District Advisory Council covers three 
resource areas and is not governed by the land- 
use plans. 

See response to comment 133-O 1. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 3-11. 

See response to comment 15-03. 

See response to comment 99-05. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 3- 11. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment to 108-02. 

See response to comment 15-03. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

The range of alternatives was constrained by 
current laws and regulations governing each 
resource. BLM is commissioned to lease oil and 
gas, as well as other minerals, except where 
prohibited by law. These prohibitions are listed 
in the various mineral acts and 43 Code of Federal 
Regulations, Part 3100. In effect, if the lands do 
not meet the conditions for exception, they are 
open for mineral leasing. 

All of the BLM rangeland has been inventoried 
over the past 50 years, using various methods. 
Our current existing livestock Grazing Preference 
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139-03 

139-04 

139-05 

139-06 

139-07 

139-08 

AUMs are a reflection of these surveys. This RMP/ 
EIS is currently considering the latest range 
inventory, which has classified the lands according 
to the Soil Conservation Service method of 
ecological site mapping (see Appendix 4.) This 
is an ongoing process that gradually expands our 
baseline data. 

We agree that baseline inventories for some 
wildlife resources are lacking; however, none of 
the recommendations for wildlife protection 
currently included in the RMP deal with specific 
actions but rather refer to the resource area as 
a whole. We are proposing to conduct monitoring 
and inventories for 5 years, as well as require 
detailed inventories for specific activities so that 
adequate protection of wildlife resources can be 
accomplished. 

Archeological protection plans or cultural resource 
management plans are generally discussed in the 
RMP deal with the’ development of cultural 
resource management plans. These plans, which 
will provide for the protection of cultural 
resources, will be developed after the RMP 
becomes final and activity planning has been 
conducted, based on the RMP. 

See response to comment 98-28. 

Please see response to comment 139-01. Long- 
term natural values are protected from oil and 
gas development by lease stipulations such as 
seasonal restrictions in calving grounds, avoidance 
for remnant plant associations, no surface 
occupancy for threatened and endangered species 
(see summary on page 2-63 of the draft RMP/ 
EIS), and construction requirements on easily 
erodible soils (page 2-64). Also see the various 
management actions in the proposed plan in this 
document. 

The information requested in regard to the private 
sector would vary from mine to mine; also, the 
information if available is proprietary and cannot 
be published. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

A botanical field survey was conducted in the 
resource area during 1983. As a result of this 
survey, no threatened or endangered plant species 
were discovered in the Beaver Creek drainage. 
Additionally, no archaelogical surveys have been 
conducted within the drainage and no known 
prehistoric or historical sites have been identified. 
Wildlife and natural values within the drainage 
were judged not to meet the relevance or 
importance criteria for designation as an ACEC. 

139-09 

139-10 

139-11 

139-12 

139-13 

139-14 

139-15 

139-16 

140-01 

Therefore, special management area status has not 
been proposed for this area. 

See responses to comments 3-02, 3-09, and 3- 
10. 

Water developments and other management 
practices would be used as the preferred method 
of livestock control. In wildlife critical wintering 
areas where fences are necessary, they would be 
designed to accommodate wildlife movement. 

See response to comment 3-l 1. 

BLM recognizes that a high-erosion potential exists 
on steep slopes. Under the Preferred Alternative 
(page 2-65, Issues 2-5 and 2-6), very stringent 
performance standards have been developed for 
activities occurring on steep slopes. If the 
perfomance standards could not be met, then a 
no-surface-occupancy stipulation would apply. 
These performance standards are also in the 
proposed plan. 

For Limestone Ridge RNA and Cross Mountain 
Canyon ACEC, no-surface-occupancy stipulations 
have been applied. Avoidance stipulations have 
been applied to Irish Canyon and Lookout 
Mountain ACECs. See page 2-68 under Issue 3- 
2. 

There is no indication that local woodsmoke 
pollution control ordinances will be enacted in 
the resource area in the near future. People in 
the western portion of the resource area (Craig, 
Maybell, Lay, Elk Springs) are the major users 
of domestic firewood. The potential for serious 
winter inversion layers in these areas is lower than 
the mountain areas of the Front Range, and, 
without a major population increase, the chance 
of serious woodsmoke pollution is small. 

See response to comment 113-01. 

RNAs are considered unsuitable for placement 
of major rights-of-way under all alternatives. Also 
see response to comment 154-05. 

The BLM is not trying to imply that the needs 
of either group are incompatible. The intent of 
this section is to point out differences in social 
“demand and dependency” that exist and often 
vary according to one’s perspective. The alterna- 
tives considered in this plan are ways of meeting 
local, regional, and national needs from various 
perspectives. Nonmechanized froms of recreation 
are an important use provided for in the proposed 
plan. 

See response to comment 2-01. 
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141-01 This statement refers to streams on BLM- 
administered land within the Little Snake 
Resource Area and not streams on national forest 
lands. The text (page S-2 in the Wilderness 
Technical Supplement) has been revised to clarify 
this. 

141-02 Peregrine falcons have been reported in Cross 
Mountain Canyon (two adults in 1984), but no 
nests have been located (Pers. Comm. Steve 
Petersburg, National Park Service and Jerry Craig, 
Colorado Division of Wildlife, 1986). Cross 
Mountain Canyon, because of its high cliffs and 
lack of human activity, offers good potential for 
peregrine falcon nesting (Pers. Comm. Jerry Craig, 
1986). Prairie falcons are fairly common and nest 
throughout the Little Snake Resource Area. 

141-03 See response to comment 28-01. 

141-04 We believe that the designation of Little Yampa/ 
Juniper canyons as special recreation management 
areas will preserve a variety of unique recreational 
opportunities such as kayaking and float boating, 
while allowing for other uses such as oil and gas 
development through the issuance of leases with 
no-surface-occupancy stipulations. 

The Yampa River below Craig through Little 
Yampa Canyon and Juniper Canyon does receive 
float boating use, as witnessed through on-the- 
ground observations, visits to the local BLM offices 
by users, and correspondence received from users. 
Although some people do float the Yampa River 
for fishing, most of the users who contact the local 
BLM offices say that float boating is their primary 
objective. 

141-08 BLM recognizes the knowledge possessed by local 
livestock operators; however, the Colorado 
Division of Wildlife is the only entity that 
systematically collects wildlife population data 
year after year. Their population estimates are 
based on state-of-the-art and scientifically 
acceptable methods. Also see response to comment 
115-03. 

141-09 BLM believes that both adverse and beneficial 
impacts of coal development identified in the draft 
RMP/EIS are reasonable projections, given that 
only very broad generic information about future 
coal development is considered in the RMP. The 
RMP and decision is the determination of which 
areas are available for further consideration for 
coal leasing. Detailed information concerning 
locations of future coal tracts and mines, size of 
mines, and price of coal-all necessary for detailed 
economic and social analysis-are not available 
at the RMP level, nor needed for the RMP 
decision. 

The importance of coal development to northwest 
Colorado was recognized on page 3-20 (Demand 
and Dependency sections) and 3-78 (last 
paragraph) of the draft RMP/EIS. 

141-05 The use of the phrase “float boating” in the 
sentences quoted was in error. The phrase “general 
tourism” should have been used. This change is 
in the errata for page 3-71 of the Draft RMP. 

141-06 All economic information about Moffat County 
was obtained from either the Bureau of Economic 
Analysis (BEA) or the Colorado Division of Local 
Government’s Planning and Assessment Model 
(PAS). The BEA data for 1985 are 1984 
computations. The PAS data are updated by the 
state of Colorado at least two times a year. 
Population for Craig in 1981 approached 12,000; 
the data used in the economic projection in 1985 
did show a decline to approximately 8,500. All 
other data would show similar ratio declines. 

Broad economic impacts-all of them beneficial, 
were identified on page 4-7 1 (last two paragraphs) 
and page 4-72 (Table 4-18) of the draft RMP/ 
EIS. (Please note that the employment figure for 
1985 should be 96 1, not 9,234; the corrected table 
can be found in the Text Corrections as Table 
4-18a.) BLM does not currently forsee more than 
a modest increase in coal-related employment to 
the year 2000. Based on regression analysis over 
a 30-year period, BLM’s projections indicate 
increased coal production in northwest Colorado 
from 11 million tons at present up to 20 million 
tons by the year 2000, depending on demand. 
If the demand for northwest Colorado coal 
increases significantly during the life of the RMP, 
coal production and related employment may also 
increase significantly over current estimates. The 
amount of coal made available for further leasing 
consideration by the RMP would be more than 
adequate to meet future industry needs. A general 
discussion of monies returned to Moffat and Routt 
counties from mineral development has been 
added to Text Corrections. As noted in that 
discussion, however, projections about future 
amounts and distributions of such monies cannot 

141-07 Acceptable population figures were not available 
for elk and pronghorn antelope for more than 

be usefully made at this time, because of the rapid 
mine flucuations in the mineral industries. 

a 5-year period. The text has been revised to clarify 
this. 
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141-10 

141-11 

141-12 

142-01 

143-01 

144-01 

145-01 

146-01 

147-01 

147-02 

147-03 

These rights-of-way are not precluded. Coal- 
related facilities are allowed in all but one 
surrounding management priority area. Although 
the Little Yampa/Juniper Canyon Special 
Recreation Management Area would generally 
preclude major rights-of-way, it would not 
preclude coal-related facilities, such as rights-of- 
ways, needed for development of the Iles Mountain 
coal tract. 

Because of the limited amount of public surface 
within the coal planning area, it would not be 
appropriate for BLM to designate corridors for 
surface rights-of-way within that area. 

The figures used in the RMP for surface and 
underground recoverable coal resources were 
compiled from a series of U.S. Geological Survey 
open tile reports by Dames and Moore (see 
Reference section, Page R-3). Since there are 36 
of these reports, it was deemed uneconomical as 
well as unnecessary for the general planning 
purposes of the RMP to print a map with that 
level of detail. The Dames and Moore publications 
are available for review at the Craig District Office, 
455 Emerson St., Craig, CO, or can be ordered 
from U.S. Geological Survey, Western Distribu- 
tion Branch, Box 25286, Denver Federal Center, 
Denver, CO 80225. 

The difference between land classification or 
zoning and BLM’s land-use plans is that zoning 
controls the use of all lands subject to the authority 
of the zoning government, regardless of ownership; 
and BLM’s land-use plans only control how BLM 
will administer (manage) federal lands and 
minerals under its jurisdiction. Also see response 
to comment 67-O 1. 

See response to comment 67-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-O 1. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

A map of the Section 3 allotments is being 
provided in the tinal RMP/EIS. Please see 
response to comment 98-24. 

See response to comment 98-20. 

A vital part of public lands management will 
be done through intensive management systems. 
Each system will have to be designed according 
to local situations, which may include traditional 
systems, holistic management systems (Savory), 
or many other inovative systems. It is beyond the 

147-04 

148-01 

149-01 

150-O 1 

152-01 

152-02 

152-03 

152-04 

152-05 

scope of this document to analyze all of the 
available grazing systems. 

As described on page 2-53 of the draft RMP, 
the Natural Environment Alternative “favors 
management practices and uses of the public land 
that would not detract from the natural setting 
within the constraints of mutiple me” (emphasis 
added). Each alternative considered in the RMP 
must be a complete, reasonable resource man- 
agement plan that is capable of being implemented. 
BLM believes that all of the alternatives in the 
draft RMP are multiple-use alternatives that meet 
the above criteria and provide a reasonable range 
of multiple-use choices. Please note that the 
Natural Environment Alternative proposes 
344,900 acres as suitable for further consideration 
for coal leasing, not 638,800 acres, as stated in 
the comment. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See the explanation of Management Priority Areas 
in the proposed plan. 

See response to comment 67-01. 

See response to comment 141-l 0. 

Data on most of the 638,758 acres in the coal 
planning area is sparse, but it does indicate the 
presence of coal seams at least 5 feet thick, with 
less than a 15 percent dip. However, because of 
the sparseness of data, we do not know if these 
seams are laterally consistent, much less if they 
are actually minable. We have included these lands 
as interest level 3 areas (low-development 
potential) because there has been coal exploration 
activity here in the past that yielded the existing 
data, and there could conceivably be activity in 
these areas in the future. 

BLM’s criteria for delineating unsuitability areas 
is described on page Al-2 of Appendix 1 and 
A2-1 of Appendix 2 in the draft RMP. BLM’s 
determination of areas with coal development 
potential did not center around whether an area 
would be mined in the foreseeable future. 

The two-township FMCA 1 area north of Craig 
was included in the coal planning area primarily 
because of proximity to existing coal leases. In 
T. 8 N., R. 89 W., the west boundary of existing 
federal coal lease C-0125957, approximately 
6,424 acres of state lands, has been leased for 
coal. This and the sparse existing data indicate 
that these lands could have potentially minable 
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federal coal, as described on page Al-2 of 
Appendix 1. 

All unsuitability decisions in this plan will be 
reviewed in conjunction with a site-specific 
environmental analysis before approval of any 
action on the lands. 

152-06 See response to comment 3-11. 

152-07 The upper unit of Little Yampa Canyon has a 
railroad, powerline, primitive roads, and other 
scattered improvements that are classified in the 
Rural Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) 
class, as noted in the RMP. Other areas in the 
upper unit of the canyon fall into the 
semiprimitive-motorized ROS class. Float boaters 
must float through and use public lands in the 
upper portion of the Little Yampa Canyon, 
because appropriate access points are lacking at 
Milk Creek. BLM beleives it would be inapprop- 
riate to manage the public lands in only half of 
the river corridor now available for recreational 
use. Management of the river corridor as a Special 
Recreation Management Area, as outlined under 
the Preferred Alternative, would help maintain 
existing recreation settings as well as opportunities 
and experiences, while allowing for appropriate 
levels of development to occur. 

152-08 All of the management decisions are subject to 
law and valid existing rights (page 2-2). Therefore, 
maintainance of the existing railroad right-of-way 
will be allowed in the Upper Little Yampa Canyon 
Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA). 

We have no information, nor can we construe 
that the SRMA would adversely effect coal 
development in the Danforth Hills. 

Acquisition of a water right does not guarantee 
the ability to develop that water right, especially 
across public lands. 

As stated on page 2-69, no new utility or 
transmission corridors or rights-of-way would be 
allowed in the SRMA, except in relation to prior 
rights and necessary development associated with 
the Iles Mountain tract, if leased. 

152-09 The Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) 
amendments to the Clean Air Act designate the 
Little Snake Resource Area as a Class II attainment 
area. Regardless of special recreation area and/ 
or special management area designations by BLM, 
the PSD Class II attainment designations will not 
change; therefore, existing surface mines will not 
be affected by BLM management decisions 
concerning special recreation and special manage- 
ment areas. 

152-10 Mule deer critical winter range in Axial Basin 
does not contain significant reserves of surface 
minable coal. The area is rated as favorable for 
the occurrence of oil and gas, based on industry 
response. Under the Current Management and 
Energy and Minerals alternatives and the proposed 
plan, surface mining, including associated facilities 
and rights-of-way, and oil and gas development 
could occur in critical mule deer winter range 
in Axial Basin, resulting in loss of carrying capacity 
of those areas disturbed. 

152-11 For purposes of impact analysis only, BLM 
specialists assumed that critical winter range was 
at or near carrying capacity. We do not have any 
information to show that the deer population is 
above the carrying capacity of the winter range. 
We recognize that severe losses to wildlife 
populations could occur on critical winter range 
anywhere in the resource area during harsh 
winters, even without any additional disturbance 
to the habitat. 

We tried to provide a general explanation of 
possible impacts to big game in Axial Basin so 
that the reader could compare impacts between 
the alternatives. A more sophisticated and detailed 
impact analysis. will be completed when and if 
specific lease proposals or specific mine plans are 
developed. 

152-12 The best available information concerning 
potential locations of coal mining activities 
indicated that up to 10 strutting grounds and 
associated nesting areas could be disturbed. In 
addition, the discussion of impacts was directed 
toward strutting grounds and associated nesting 
and not brood-rearing areas. BLM specialists 
assumed that if strutting grounds and nesting areas 
were mined, there would be impacts to sage grouse. 
Specific impacts of mining proposals and their 
significance in regard to sage-grouse populations 
will be analyzed on a case-by-case basis during 
coal activity planning and again during mine-plan 
development. 

152-13 With continued leasing and development of coal 
resources in the Little Snake Resource Area, some 
public lands will no longer be available for public 
recreational use. Since we do not know in which 
areas future leasing and development will occur, 
statements in the RMP are a generalization of 
the possible effects that cannot be quantified. 

152-14 The sentence should read, “.... including Trout, 
Middle, and Foidel creeks and several tributaries 
within the Milk Creek basin (Turk and Parker 
1982)....” Changes were made in the text. 
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152- 15 Yes, you are right. This paragraph will be deleted. 

152-16 See response to comment 28-01. 

153-01. The information has been incorporated into this 
document. See Appendix 26. 

153-02 BLM believes that the Little Snake RMP/EIS 
meets the requirements of the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act. 

153-03 BLM has reviewed the draft RMP Preferred 
Alternative in light of public comments and has 
made revisions to various management actions that 
BLM considers to be appropriate. Overall, BLM 
believes that the proposed plan contained in this 
Final RMP/EIS is a multiple-use plan consistent 
with the requirements of FLPMA. 

153-04 Long-range development plans are encouraged 
for those rare cases where the initial operator can 
foresee several years development and believes that 
development may have adverse impacts. However, 
there is no legal requirement for such a submission. 
In the vast majority of lease-holds, development 
occurs in three stages. Most leases are acquired 
for speculation, i.e., the hope that something will 
be found on or close to the lease, such as 
geophysical data, geological interpretation and 
extrapolation, and nearby discovery, thereby 
making the lease .a candidate for exploratory 
drilling. Eighty percent of all leases issued are 
terminated with no activity occurring because 
none of the above happens to increase the value 
of the lease. 

If the presence of hydrocarbons is suspected on 
the lease, exploratory drilling is initiated. 
Depending on the size of the lease tract and the 
nature of the suspect production zone, several wells 
may be drilled. In most cases only one well is 
required to show nonproductivity. Ninety-seven 
percent of the wells drilled on leases in this phase 
are nonproductive, and lease development ceases. 

The leases found capable of production will have 
further exploration drilling and development. 
Usually it is in this phase when the lease is unitized. 
As stated in the RMP/EIS, annual development 
plans are required of units. About 80 percent of 
all federal producing wells in the LSRA come 
from unitized leases. 

Plans of development are not essential to the 
orderly development of a lease. Indeed, they could 
be counterproductive, because development plans 
would necessarily change as more wells are drilled 
and more resource information becomes available. 
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153-05 An oil and gas activity plan will be prepared 
after completion of the RMP. This activity plan 
will include an environmental document analyzing 
the cumulative impacts of reasonably foreseeable 
oil and gas development in the Little Snake 
Resource Area. See Text Changes for page l-l 1 
of Chapter 1. 

153-06 See response to comment 3-03. 

153-07 Seasonal restrictions would not apply to 
maintenance and operations of producing wells. 
The oil and gas activity plan to be prepared after 
completion of the RMP will analyze impacts of 
oil and gas development and consider additional 
site-specific mitigative measures, if appropriate. 
Also see Text Changes for page l-l 1 of Chapter 
1 of the draft RMP/EIS. 

153-08 See response to comment 153-05. 

153-09 BLM believes that the RMP/EIS adequately 
evaluates impacts of minerals management actions 
proposed under the various RMP alternatives. The 
RMP does not contain “extensive proposals for 
oil and gas development” or a “proposal for 
dramatically increased coal leasing.” The RMP 
determines which areas would, or would not, be 
available for future oil and gas leasing and with 
what overall restrictions; the latter will be 
considered in more detail in the oil and gas activity 
plan to be prepared after completion of the RMP. 
The RMP makes no coal leasing proposals 
whatsoever; it identifies which areas would, or 
would not, be available for further consideration 
for leasing during later coal activity planrung. The 
104,261 acres determined unsuitable under 43 
CFR 3461 (including the 37,960 acres cited in 
the comment) are not “unsuitable for coal leasing”; 
they are unsuitable for surface coal mining 
operations. The unsuitability criteria are a coal 
planning screen. They are not to be used to 
determine availabi!ity for leasing or development 
of minerals other than coal. Also see responses 
to comments 153-5, 158-24, and 158-31. 

153-10 The RMP provides direction regarding the extent 
areas would be open or closed to leasing when 
existing leases expire. It is not the purpose of the 
RMP to propose modifications to existing lease 
terms. No-surface-occupancy stipulations would 
generally pertain only to new leases, since these 
stipulations may not be consistent with the rights 
contained in most existing leases. Lesser restric- 
tions identified for specific areas in this RMP 
would be added to applications for permit to drill 
on existing leases in those areas, if appropriate 
and if consistent with lease rights granted. 



153-11 

153-12 

153-13 

153-14 

153-15 

153-16 

See response to comment 153-05. 

The coal planning area includes the lands for 
which we have coal resource information to 
estimate quantity and quality of the coal. Coal 
is present outside the planning area, but we have 
no data for these lands so they were excluded. 

Regulations 43 CFR 3420.1-2 require that we 
issue a Call for Coal Resource Information and 
respond to interest expressed by industry. 

Land-use planning (multiple-use and environmen- 
tal review) is needed the most on lands surrounding 
existing or proposed leases and on lands where 
industry has expressed some interest in future 
development of coal resources. 

Also, please see paragraph 1, items 1 through 4 
on page Al-2 in Appendix 1 and paragraph 1 
under “Coal Development Potential (Screen l),” 
page A2-1 in Appendix 2, in the draft RMP/ 
EIS. 

Although exception #3 under Criterion 11 allows 
the surface management agency to decrease the 
size of buffer zones, the BLM would be required 
to consult with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
under all alternatives considered in the RMP. 

The discrepancy was discussed with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service personnel in Grand Junction, 
and they concur with the dates we have specified. 

The four stream sections not recognized in tables 
A2-7 and A2-8 are covered and discussed in the 
Results section under criterion 19. These sections 
were determined unsuitable through previous 
activity planning efforts and were carried forward 
under the discussion of results because the 
delineation was done based on 300 feet adjacent 
to each bank of the mainstream channels verses 
the contour line approach used in tables A2-7 
and A2-8. 

The five sections of Wilson Creek are also covered 
in the Results section under criterion 19. Sections 
5 and 8 in T. 3 N., R. 93 W., are contained 
in existing coal leases, to which by regulation we 
do not apply unsuitability. The three sections along 
the Yampa River were inadvertently left out,These 
sections will be added to Table A2-7 in the final. 

All aspen communities are important to wildlife; 
however, only certain areas within these commun- 
ities would be considered critical to wildlife. We 
do not, at this time, have adequate information 
to determine which areas are critical and, as a 
result, cannot designate all aspen as unsuitable. 
During coal activity planning, data will become 
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available that will allow BLM to designate areas 
as unsuitable under criterion 15, if appropriate. 

We realize that mortality and other short-term 
impacts will take place on the 504,620 acres, and 
we must accept some short-term loss; but most 
of this area can be reclaimed and should not be 
declared unsuitable. The 37,960 acres’ include 
areas where reclamation may not be successful 
and where we cannot accept any adverse impacts 
because of its extremely critical nature. 

153-17 There are two complete PRLAs and a portion 
of one PRLA within the boundaries of the Little 
Snake Resource Area. Two of them (C-3605 and 
C-3606) are on the Colorado/Wyoming state line 
and were analyzed in the Savery FEIS, which 
was filed with EPA in 1983. Unsuitability analyses 
were prepared as part of the initial stages of 
preparation of that EIS. The decision document 
for the Savery FEIS was issued in 1983, and a 
final showing was received from the applicant in 
1983. Thus, all unsuitability and environmental 
analysis for these PRLAs was completed before 
development of the Little Snake RMP, and 
therfore are outside the scope of the RMP. 

The third PRLA is on the boundary between the 
Little Snake and White River Resource areas (C- 
0126998). It is being handled by the White River 
Resource Area; therefore, it also is outside the 
scope of the Little Snake RMP. 

153-18 One tract, the Little Middle Creek; shown on 
both maps, was leased by application in December 
1985. No other tracts within Colorado have been 
leased. 

Map ‘3-2 only shows those leases, PRLAs, and 
proposed tracts located in the Little Snake 
Resource Area. The map in the Green River/ 
Hams Fork DEIS includes the entire coal region, 
including three ~resource areas in Colorado and 
four resource areas in Wyoming. None of the tracts 
have been reconfigured, and we know of no other 
discrepancies between the two maps. 

Map 3-2 was included in the RMP in order to 
illustrate the general locations of existing leases 
and the proposed lease tracts within the area. 

153-19 None of the changes identified in response 153- 
18 affect the kMP coal decisions, since the RMP 
only identifies areas acceptable for further 
consideration for leasing. The proposed lease tracts 
shown on Map 3-2 of the draft RMP/EIS were 
included in the unsuitability review, surface owner 
consultation, and multiple-use analysis conducted 
in the RMP. Since the RMP does not propose 

III-23 



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

leasing of specific coal tracts, it would not be 
appropriate to incorporate comments on the Draft 
Green River-Hams Fork Round II Draft EIS, 
which does deal with specific leasing proposals. 
If coal activity planning is resumed, public 
comments will be appropriately considered in the 
development of activity level environmental 
documents. 

153-20. The Draft Green River-Hams Fork Round II EIS 
was prepared in 1981-83. At that time, projections 
involving coal mining and related growth in 
northwest Colorado were considerably higher than 
they are now. The Little Snake RMP uses more 
recent and more conservative estimates of probable 
coal development to the year 2000, and conse- 
quently projects fewer related impacts overall. In 
addition, the significant impacts identified in the 
Draft Green River-Hams Fork Round II EIS were 
based on proposals to lease and develop coal tracts 
in identified areas, using site-specific development 
scenarios (type of mine, probable location of 
facilities and transportation routes, etc.). Conse- 
quently, impact analysis could be considerably 
more specific and precise than is necessary or 
possible in an RMP, in which decisions are made 
only about availability of areas for further 
consideration for coal leasing. 

The RMP does identify impacts (some of them 
potentially significant) to air quality, vegetation, 
wildlife, soils, water resources, recreation, cultural 
resources, and paleontological resources. How- 
ever, the analysis correctly concludes in many cases 
that the likelihood, location, extent, or significance 
of such impacts cannot be precisely determined 
without site-specific development plans or 
scenarios such as would be used in environmental 
analysis associated with coal activity planning. 

153-21 See responses to comments 158-24 and 158-32. 

153-22 No lands under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Forest 
Service are included within the coal planning area. 
Therefore, consultation was not necessary. 

153-23 T’he multiple-use tradeoff screen was applied and 
is discussed on page A2-23 of the draft. 

153-24 The draft plan does not analyze potential 
mitigative methods for coal mining impacts, 
mainly because the mitigative methods would be 
dependent on site-specific parameters such as type 
of mining, location of mining, type of geology, 
etc. BLM will look at mitigative methods at the 
leasing and mine plan stages. 

The draft plan does not propose quadrupling 
acreage available for coal leasing; it proposes 
quadrupling the area to be considered for coal 
leasing. The acreage that actually may .be leased 
in the future would be further analyzed in a 
detailed environmental impact statement before 
leasing. 

BLM cannot deal with (from a mitigative 
standpoint) the current water quality problems 
associated with coal development, because these 
areas are already leased. The state of Colorado 
has the primary regulatory authority over existing 
mining operations. What BLM can and will do 
is consider the water quality problems that are 
presently being experienced and make future 
leasing decisions based in part on this knowledge. 
BLM is well aware that some areas may not be 
suitable for mining because of the potential water 
quality impacts. 

See the Preferred Alternative, Issues 2-5 and 2- 
6, pages 2-64, 2-65, and 2-66 and Appendix 17, 
Page A17-1 for a complete listing of mitigative 
measures concerning water quality. 

See Affected Environment, Water Resources, 
pages 3-52 and 3-53 and Appendix 23, Page A23- 
1 and .Environmental Consequences, Water 
Resources, pages 4-31 through 4-34 for a complete 
description and analysis of the kinds of water 
quality problems that exist within the Little Snake 
Resource Area. 

See Appendix 17, page A17-1 for a complete 
listing of the possible types of salinity control 
projects and other erosion control techniques that 
are being considered for sites within the Little 
Snake Resource Area. At this time, we have not 
identified which kind of project will be imple- 
mented at a particular site. This will be done at 
the activity plan stage. 

153-25 See response to comments 153-18, 153-19, and 
158-31. 

153-26 The effects of deligent development and related 
regulations on existing leases is not considered to 
be within the scope of the Resource Management 
Plan. 

153-27 Unsuitability criteria were not applied to lands 
under existing coal leases in the RMP, pursuant 
to 43 CFR 3461.4-2. 

153-28 The RMP/EIS has used the best data available 
to project possible allotment AUM adjustments. 
Although the figures are adequate for planning 
purposes, a detailed monitoring system is needed 
to provide data sufficient for actual decisions. 
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153-29 See response to comment 99-05. based on the best available data, public comments 

153-30 The full impacts of these activities will be assessed and concerns, long-term public interest and 

in detail during the planning and environmental benefits, identified impacts and conflicts, as well 

assessment stages of the individual projects. as the principles of multiple use and sustained 
yield. Management priority area boundaries or 
definitions of compatible or excluded uses may 
be adjusted in the future, and the RMP amended 
if necessary, based on new resource data or 
proposals for site-specific actions. 

153-31 Consistency with state and local plans is limited 
by consistency with the purposes of the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act of 1978 
(FLPMA) and other federal laws. It would not 
be possible to provide habitat to maintain 
CDOW’s proposed population numbers and still 
provide for other uses, as required by FLPMA. 

153-32 Reproducing and printing these maps in the RMP 
at a scale that would be comprehensible would 
be prohibitively expensive. In addition, the RMP 
is designed to provide broad direction or guidance 
for future resource management, not detailed 
activity level planning and analysis such as would 
be considered in a habitat management plan or 
coal activity planning document, for which the 
Colorado Division of Wildlife maps would be 
more useful. BLM believes that the RMP 
adequately analyzes and displays wildlife infor- 
mation needed to make RMP-level decisions. The 
CDOW maps are available for review at the Little 
Snake Resource Area, 1280 Industrial Avenue, 
Craig, Colorado. 

153-33 We agree that baseline wildlife data are deficient, 
and we are proposing to conduct monitoring and 
inventories for 5 years to gather the necessary 
information needed to prepare detailed manage- 
ment actions. 

153-34 Please see page 2-14, items 3 and 4 under Wildlife 
Habitat (Issue 2-2). This resource specific guidance 
is common to all alternatives and provides for 
inventory, monitoring, and management of 
riparian areas. 

154-01 This level of analysis is sufficient to determine 
which areas should be given preference for mineral 
development. Coal and other mineral resources 
were not automatically given priority over other 
resources. Priority needs for all resources were 
considered before the resource to be given 
preference in any one alternative was selected. 

154-02 BLM has revised the management priority area 
designations and believes that they comply with 
FLPMA. As discussed on page 2-2 of the draft 
RMP/EIS, all management priority areas are 
managed for multiple use. Although each priority 
area would receive management emphasis for 
development, management, protection, or use, 
many and frequently all other uses would continue. 
Identification of management priority areas was 

154-03 See response comment 67-01. 

154-04 The Preferred Alternative was developed after 
the effects of the other alternatives were examined. 
This process resulted in the development of an 
alternative for protecting the fragile soil and water 
areas without a strict no-surface-occupancy 
stipulation. The Federal Mineral Concern Areas 
(FMCA) were developed in this manner. The 
definition of soil and water FMCAs has been 
modified to allow for more case-by-case consid- 
eration for federal mineral development. 

154-05 Corridors from adjoining areas would not be 
blocked by “unsuitable” areas identified in this 
RMP. The RMP would, therefore, be compatible 
with other such documents, since reasonable routes 
through the area can extend from or to these 
corridors (none of which has actually been 
designated in a technical sense). 

154-06 The statement, “stands still in existance are 
threatened by livestock grazing,” is a broad 
generalization concerning many of the plant 
associations in Colorado and does not apply to 
the special management areas in the Little Snake 
Resource Area. This statement was mistakenly 
included in the Draft RMP and will be omitted 
in subsequent revisions. 

In addition, the second paragraph of the second 
column on page A22-2 states that Limestone Ridge 
is critical winter range for elk. Limestone Ridge 
is considered high-value elk winter range and a 
concentration area but is not designated as critical. 
Correction will be made. 

154-07 Management objectives concerning the Little 
Yampa/Juniper Canyon area are for public lands 
administered by BLM; BLM has no authority to 
regulate recreational use of non-BLM lands. We 
recognize that public lands, public roads, and in 
this case, the river provide the only legal access 
to public lands, unless prior permission has been 
obtained from the appropriate landowners or 
administrators. 
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Colorado state law Section 1%4-SO4-5, CRS 
(1973) does not authorize adjoining landowners 
to prohibit or otherwise control river floating use; 
the Colorado Attorney General’s opinion of 
August 3 1,1983, states, in part, “... one who floats 
upon the waters of a river or stream over or 
through private property without touching the 
streambanks or beds does not commit a criminal 
trespass....” 

Under the Preferred Alternative of the RMP, the 
Little Yampa/Juniper Canyon Special Recreation 
Management Area designation was proposed in 
order to protect certain recreation settings, 
opportunities and experiences currently available 
on public land in that area. 

154-08 The Little Yampa/Juniper Canyon Special 
Recreation Management Area includes only BLM 
surface; no private, state, or other non-BLM 
surface estate was incorporated. Specific manage- 
ment concerns, such as access, would be 
considered in the activity plan to be prepared for 
managing this SRMA. Appropriate consultation 
with affected or interested parties would occur 
at that time. 

154-09 Livestock grazing is the most extensive use of 
the resource area, and it exerts a substantial impact 
on the vegetative resource if not properly managed. 
However, the document does not imply that 
livestock is the “sole source of adverse effects on 
forage.” Dietary overlaps between wildlife and 
livestock have not been properly analyzed, which 
is stated on page 2-62 under Livestock Grazing, 
paragraph 2. Grazing use would be authorized 
at present levels (grazing preference) until 
additional monitoring studies have been completed 
that would substantiate baseline data within those 
identified conflict areas. Further consultation, 
coordination and monitoring studies, to establish 
levels to meet multiple-use ,objectives, would take 
priority in those areas where resource conflicts 
are occurring. A monitoring plan will be printed 
as a supplement to the Rangeland Program 
Summary, which will address wildlife/livestock 
conflict areas. 

The positive and negative impacts of livestock/ 
wildlife use have been expanded on pages 4-14 
and 4-15. See text changes for page 4-15 of the 
draft. 

154-10 The population figures presented on page 2-64 
represent the population objectives for the 
Preferred Alternative, whereas the population 
figures shown in Table 3-12, page 3-44, represent 
the existing estimated populations. 

Elk numbers on page 2-64 are in error and have 
been corrected. See the Errata section. 

The actual percentage of elk using BLM land is 
31 percent, but the figure was rounded to 30 
percent to be consistent with the percentage figures 
for the other species. To avoid any further 
problems, the figure has been changed to reflect 
the actual percentage. 

The figure of 7,500 pronghorn on BLM land is 
in error and has been corrected. The figure of 
7,500 for a resource area wide population is correct 
and repesents the population objective under the 
Preferred Alternative and not the total existing 
resource area population of 8,400, as shown on 
Table 3-12, page 3-44. The figure of 75 percent 
represents the difference between a population of 
6,300 on BLM land and a population of 8,400 
resource area wide. 

154-11 Specific plans for riparian systems will be 
incorporated into any intensive management 
system. Complete analysis of various types of 
systems is beyond the scope of this document. 

154- 12 This statement is in error and has been corrected. 
We are aware of the trail along Beaver Creek 
and that livestock are trailed through the canyon. 

154- 13 The 20 riparian transects are the only quantitative 
studies that have been completed in the resource 
area. Based on observations, livestock use is 
obviously affecting the.condition of much of the 
riparian areas. Big game species may concentrate 
in riparian areas, but for short periods of time 
with no long-term damage. Big game use was 
judged by signs such as tracks and fecal remains. 

154- 14 Economic data is presented by county; no data 
is available for just public land. We agree that 
skiing revenue is generated from other than BLM 
land; however, it represents a major share of local 
income, and is appropriate for inclusion as part 
of the economic make up of Routt County in 
the Affected Environment chapter. It was not 
BLM’s intent to show any resource in a good 
or bad light. The purpose of providing data on 
the economic make up of the resource area is 
to provide a base (the existing conditions) against 
which impacts of the alternatives considered can 
be compared. None of the alternatives analyzed 
in the RMP/EIS were based on the value of skiing 
in the Little Snake Resource Area. 

154-15 Tables for minerals, livestock, personal income, 
and agricultural earnings are on page 3-80 on the 
draft RMP/EIS. Tables showing ranch budget 
models are in Appendix 13. These ranch budget 
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154-16 

154-17 

154-18 

154-19 

tables show changes in income, employment, and 
forage for each alternative. 

Since the data for each category are compiled 
from different sources, the presentation is different. 
Data on economics are obtained from the Bureau 
of Economic Analysis on a county-by-county 
basis; there is no way we can break it down for 
just public lands. 

True, logical mining units are often composed 
of both private and federally owned minerals when 
neither estate can be economically mined by itself. 

We understand that the state of Colorado has 
issued leases for the state-owned coal in the wildlife 
federal mineral concern areas. However, we have 
had no contact from either industry or the state 
implying that these state leases are not minable 
without surface minable federal coal resources. 
See response to comment number 152-05. 

See response to comment 141-12. 

Of the nine townships identified in the comment 
recognizing wildlife areas on private surface, only 
two contain designations for wildlife protec- 
tion: T. 8 N., R. 90 W. and R. 91 W. Federal 
minerals are the primary resource we are managing 
in these areas. The impacts to wildlife in these 
two townships from federal mineral development 
were identified as a special concern, and these 
impacts may be mitigated through BLM leasing 
or permitting actions related to the federal mineral 
estate. The surface owner is responsible for 
protecting owner interests, needs, and rights when 
negotiating surface use by federal mineral lessees, 
claimants, or operators. However, if the surface 
owner and federal coal mineral lessee fail to reach 
an agreement on the use of the surface, a qualified 
surface owner can refuse consent to develop 
surface minable federal coal. BLM requires proof 
of surface owner consent prior to a coal leasing 
action. Surface owners involved with other federal 
minerals and nonqualified surface owners involved 
with federal coal can be compensated for damages, 
as provided for under the specific homestead acts 
that apply. 

The requirement for surface owner consent in 
the Surfce Mining Control and Reclamation Act 
(SMCRA) applies only to coal proposed for 
development by methods other than underground 
mining techniques and only to qualified surface 
owners as defined in 43 CFR 3400.0-5 (gg). 

This does not establish or make the federal mineral 
estate subservient to surface uses. Legal precedence 
has been established that asserts the mineral estate 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

’ is dominant, the surface estate is subservient. 
Paragraph (g) of Section 714 of SMCRA 
emphasizes the effect of the “Surface Owner 
Protection” section is to have on property rights: 
“nothing in this section shall be construed as 
increasing or diminishing any property rights by 
the United States or by any other landowner.” 

We believe the intent of SMCRA was to be a 
good neighbor to extablished (qualified) surface 
owners in light of the fact that there is sufficient 
federal coal reserves to develop without developing 
surface mines that could remove established 
surface owners that are unwilling to relocate. 

Further, the 3500 regulations, addressing leasing 
of solid minerals other than coal and oil shale, 
state, in reference to surface owners other than 
the United States, “where such party opposes the 
issuance of the permit or lease, the facts submitted 
in support must be carefully considered and each 
case separately decided on its merits. However, 
such opposition affords no legal basis or authority 
to refuse to issue the permit or lease for the reserved 
minerais in the lands;....” 

It is the choice of the United States to offer mineral 
resources reserved to the United States for 
development or refrain from development of 
federal resources. The regulations based on 
SMCRA in no way imply that if qualified surface 
owner consent is given, the United States is bound 
to issue a lease for development of federal coal 
resources. 

154-20 Please see response to comment 141-07. 

154-21 The Colorado Division of Wildlife has the 
responsibility to manage wildlife populations 
within the limits or capabilities of the habitat. 
Collecting wildlife population information is done 
by state wildlife agencies and made available to 
BLM. Establishing carrying capacities for wildlife 
and livestock will be done through monitoring 
the vegetation resource along with monitoring 
animal numbers. 

154-22 The 1978 and 1979 inventory conducted on 
Douglas Mountain is reflected in the current 
livestock allocations. This same area was not 
inventoried in the recent ecological site inventory; 
therefore, comparison data are not available. We 
do recognize the limitations of a one-point-in-time 
inventory, especially when collected under unusual 
situations. However, to remain consistent in our 
procedures, we will use existing preference (which 
does reflect the inventory in question) until 
adequate monitoring data are available. If future 
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154-23 

154-24 

154-25 

monitoring studies indicate the availability of 
increased livestock AUMs, then appropriate 
adjustments could be made. 

The Soil Conservation Service (SCS) stocking 
rate guides are very valuable as a consistent 
planning guide for indicating possible potentials 
as well as current production. We do recognize, 
however, that for individual allotment assessments, 
these guides are not specific enough for allocation 
purposes without a supplemental monitoring 
program. We also recognize that the stocking rate 
guide cannot be used for improved pastures, where 
production quite often matches or exceeds native 
potential but is rated in the low seral stage. For 
analysis of production levels, these improved 
pastures were rated according to their actual forage 
production. 

Big sage use was considered as forage in our 
analysis of the inventory, and our production 
figures were partially used by SCS in its 
development of stocking rate guides, especially on 
winter range. 

Fortunately, in this resource area, annuals such 
as cheatgrass are not a widespread problem. There 
are only one or two allotments in the resource 
area where cheatgrass comprises more than 10 
percent of annual production. Although we do 
recognize the value of annuals as early spring 
forage, we consider cheatgrass as an undesirable 
invader. Therefore, allotment management plan 
and habitat management plan objectives will be 
to reduce the frequency of these plants. 

We are not using cheatgrass production in the 
short-term allocations, primarily because those 
figures are estimates of what our preference may 
be following analysis of monitoring studies. If these 
studies are favorably influenced by the degree of 
use of annuals, then adjustments will be made 
accordingly. 

These typographic and typesetting errors have 
been corrected in the final. As suggested, the table 
has been revised to combine specific examples 
of generic situations. References to Appendix 11 
should identify the size and type of treatment 
indicated. 

Wild-horse use, along with many other uses, was 
determined to be a compatible use with the 
management priority areas delineated for the Sand 
Wash area (livestock and soils/water), although 
some concerns may be placed on wild horse 
management to prevent conflicts with the priority 
uses. See the definitions of compatible and 
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154-28 

154-29 

154-30 

excluded uses for livestock and soils/water 
management priority areas. Also see the response 
to comment 154-02. 

BLM considers wild horses to be a viable part 
of the natural environment in the western United 
States. 

T. 10 and 11 N., R. 96 W., are predominatly 
management priority areas (MPAs) for wildlife, 
water/soil, livestock, and a research natural area 
(RNA) under the Natural Environment Alterna- 
tive. There is also a small oil and gas priority 
area in the northwest corner of T. 11 N., R. 96 
W.; that area is also an oil and gas priority area 
under the Preferred Alternative. The FMCA (2) 
in the Preferred Alternative overlies what were 
water/soil and wildlife MPAs and part of the RNA 
in the Natural Environment Alternative. 

Although livestock and minerals were the favored 
commodity uses under the Commodity Production 
Alternative, other commodity uses such as hunting 
and other forms of recreation were also emphas- 
ized in that alternative. The wildlife priority area 
in T. 11 and 12 N., R. 102 and 103 W., is within 
the Colorado Division of Wildlife’s Cold Spring 
quality elk management area. A wildlife priority 
designation would provide opportunities to 
manage for big-game habitat, while still allowing 
other commodity uses, such as livestock grazing 
and minerals development, to occur. For the 
Preferred Alternative, BLM management deter- 
mined, after reviewing all other alternatives, that 
oil and gas leasing and development was the 
preferred management priority for the area. T. 
9 N., R. 95 W. is delineated as livestock and 
oil and gas management priority areas in the 
Commodity Production Alternative and as 
livestock, oil and gas, and wildlife management 
priority areas in the Preferred Alternative. 

After reviewing all other alternatives, BLM 
management determined that oil and gas leasing 
and development was the preferred management 
priority for the area. Livestock grazing and 
management would be a compatible use within 
an oil and gas priority area. 

Under the Current Management, Energy and 
Minerals, and Commodity Production alterna- 
tives, no mention of fragile soil and water areas 
was made, because no special stipulations are being 
proposed for those areas. The “areas covered” refer 
to soil and watershed areas. 
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Under the Renewable Resource, Natural Envir- 
onment, and Preferred alternatives, we are 
proposing special stipulations within identified 
fragile soil and water areas. These areas and the 
particular stipulations are identified under the 
Renewable Resource Alternative on page 2-47 
and on page 2-56 under the Natural Environment 
Alternative. On the Renewable Resource and 
Natural Environment Management Priority Area 
maps, the fragile areas are within the delineated 
soil and watershed areas. They were not treated 
as a separate management priority area. 

The acreages for fragile areas under the Preferred 
Alternative are listed in Table 2-29 on page 2- 
63. These acreages will be added to the text under 
Issues 2-5 and 2-6 on page 2-65. 

154-3 1 Descriptions of the kinds of resource values 
included in management priority areas for oil and 
gas and for livestock grazing were misleading. In 
the early stages of plan development, each resource 
ranked the entire resource area for its own use 
or protection needs. This usually resulted in two 
or more levels of priority over the resource area 
for each use or resource. For example, livestock 
grazing allotments were classified into three 
levels: first priority - I (Improvement) catergory, 
second priority - M (Maintenance) category, and 
third priority - C (Custodial) category. Most 
management priority areas are chosen from the 
highest priority for each resource or use. However, 
where no other resource shows a higher priority, 
and it is consistent with the goals of that alternative, 
a lower priority for a particular resource would 
be chosen. 

154-32 These typographic and typesetting errors have 
been corrected in the final. As stated in the 
indroduction to Appendix 11, the displayed AUM 
figures are for vegetative manipulations only. 
AUMs derived from structural projects were 
combined with benefits from intensive manage- 
ment systems for the expected long-term alloca- 
tions in Appendix 12. The expected benefits 
derived from intensive management systems were 
predicted as a function of the allotments overall 
livestock forage potential. 

154-33 See response to comment 154-06. 

154-34 After reviewing the draft RMP/EIS and all public 
comments, BLM believes that the draft meets the 
requirements of both the National Environmental 
Policy Act and the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act. 

154-35 

154-36 

154-37 

154-38 

155-01 

155-02 

155-03 

157-01 

158-01 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

We have reviewed all allotments listed in 
Appendices 6, 8, 11, 12, and 16 to ensure that 
identified problems were consistent with manage- 
ment’s proposed action. Appendix 9 was the focal 
point and basically summarized the various 
problems and proposed management actions that 
were analyzed in various appendices and the RMP 
narrative. This appendix has been modified to 
provide a more concise explanation of problems 
and possible solutions. Additional data has been 
added to provide a more complete description of 
management concerns and proposed solutions. 
Errors that were discovered have been corrected 
and are included in the Errata or Text Change 
sections of this document. These changes did not 
result in any changes in impact analysis, but they 
did more completely describe those situations 
analyzed in this document. 

Management priority areas in this plan are used 
to make broad decisions for management of federal 
lands under the jurisdiction of BLM in the Little 
Snake Resource Area. See the description of 
management priority areas in the proposed plan 
section. 

Reproducing and printing a landownership map 
at a comprehensible scale was determined to be 
prohibitively expensive. 

As stated in the proposed plan, under Management 
Priority Areas, the management prescriptions only 
apply to federally owned surface and/or minerals 
under BLM jurisdication. It is not possible to show 
this on the alternatives maps because of the scale. 

See response to comment 2-O 1. 

Limestone Ridge was inventoried for wilderness 
characteristics but was found not to meet the 
mandatory criteria for wilderness. It has, however, 
been recommened as a research natural area. 

See response to comment 113-01. 

See responses to letter 154. 

When analyzing the impacts from the various 
activities proposed under all the alternatives, BLM 
utilized a worst-case-analysis approach. The 
statements cited in comment 158-01 are what 
could happen under a worst-case scenario. 

When reviewing site-specific activities, BLM will 
consider and uphold state water quality standards, 
as noted on page 2-15, Items 1 and 2. BLM 
demonstrates that these standards will be upheld 
through statements on pages 2-65 and 2-66, Items 
1, 2, 3,4, and 5. 
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A summary evaluation and location of waters that 
have quality problems are listed and described 
in Chapter 3 on page 3-52 and in Appendix 23. 
The inventory will be started in 1987 if funding 
is available. 

158-02 The text has been changed. 

158-03 The actions were meant to be part of the Preferred 
Alternative. Changes have been made in the text. 

158-04 Text changed to more accurately reflect the desired 
meaning. 

158-05 Only terrestrial species were considered under 
Unsuitability Criterion 15, because fsh habitat and 
populations are very limited within the coal 
planning area and impacts from mining would 
be insignificant. Also see response to comment 
158-08. 

158-06 It is the responsibility of the state to identify 
National Resource Waters during consultation and 
application of this criterion. BLM or the applicable 
surface management agency will review these 
lands to determine if the exception or exemptions 
appb. 
The Colorado Department of Natural Resources 
and Department of Health were consulted again 
as a result of this comment, and they did not 
identify any lands containing National Resource 
Waters. 

The Department of Health designates High 
Quality Waters and classifies them as Class I or 
Class II. All Class I High Quality Waters are 
outside the federal coal planning area. Therefore, 
even if the criteria is similar between High Quality 
Waters and National Resource Waters, none 
would be included in the application of unsuit- 
ability since they are outside the coal planning 
area. A change was made in the narrative on page 
A2-22. 

158-07 Changes were made to the analysis section under 
criterion 19 to clarify this issue. See text changes 
for pages A2-22 and A2-23 in the Draft Little 
Snake RMP/EIS. 

158-08 Impacts to aquatic resources would not occur 
since BLM would ensure that significant impacts 
to water quality would not occur, as required by 
the Clean Water Act. A statement has been added 
to Chapter 2 under Mangement Guidance 
Common to All Alternatives, Resource Specific 
Guidance, Wildlife Habitat (Issue 2-2) to 
emphasize BLM’s commitment to protection of 
aquatic habitat. 

158-09 

158-10 

158-11 

158-12 

158-13 

158-14 

BLM’s definition is stated as follows (from BLM 
Manual 7240): 

“Federal, State, and/or local water quality 
standards (whichever are most stringent) shall be 
used as indicators of adverse water quality impacts. 
Water quality will be considered as adversely 
impacted when one of the following conditions 
exists: 

a. Identified beneficial uses on or offsite are 
adversely impacted, compared to pre-activity 
levels. 

b. Existing water quality levels fail to meet 
applicable standards.” 

For mining activities specifically, BLM can 
propose mitigative measures in order to protect 
undue degradation of water quality. BLM’s 
authority in mining situations is outlined in the 
Code of Federal Regulations 43, Subpart 3809.0- 
3. 

Text has been changed accordingly. 

BLM is in the process of developing policy 
guidance for salinity control project locations at 
the state office level. This guidance will be 
available in July 1987. At this time, BLM has 
cited problem areas that would benefit from 
watershed projects, and BLM’s efforts will be 
directed to these areas. Requirements of the Clean 
Water Act and the Colorado River Basin Salinity 
Control Act will certainly be taken into consid- 
eration at the time the specific activity plan is 
written. 

The scheduling depends on available funding. 

See pages 2-64 through 2-66 under the.Preferred 
Alternative, Soil and Water Management Actions. 
Also see page 2-15, Resource Management 
Alternatives, Soils and Water Resources. 

See text change for page 2-66. 

See text change for page 2-15, Soils and Water 
Resources, item 1. 

This discussion is dependent on site-specific 
parameters, which will be covered at the mine 
plan stage. 

This type of “assurance” would also take place 
at the mine plan stage. 

Presently, BLM is developing a general monitoring 
plan for the Little Snake Resource Area that 
encompasses all renewable resources. Most of the 
ideas listed in comment 158-14 will be included 
in that plan. 
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158-15 Because of the small amount of these habitat types 
within the resource area, we concluded that 
significant regional impacts would not occur and 
that any localized impacts would be analyzed on 
a case-by-case basis. The summary table is 
designed to include impacts important to making 
a decision between alternatives. 

158-16 Specific management standards and objectives and 
specific commitments for improvement of riparian 
areas will take place during development of 
specific management plans (e.g., wildlife, livestock, 
watershed). The timing and development of these 
plans will depend on funding and manpower. 

The proposed plan has been revised to reflect more 
commitment to completing habitat management 
plans for riparian habitats. 

The Little Snake Resource Area does not presently 
have any riparian demonstration areas; however, 
as improvement projects on the Little Snake River 
are completed, they will serve to demonstrate the 
effectiveness of proper riparian management. 

Regarding the meaning of protection of %atis- 
factory condition,” the text has been revised to 
clarify the meaning of item 2c, page 1-7. 

The guidelines for forage utilization rates, 
streambank protection, etc., would be different for 
each riparian management plan and therefore 
would be established during development of 
specific management plans. 

158-17 Restrictions to livestock grazing in riparian areas 
will be determined on a case-by-case basis as 
riparian inventories are completed. This will 
include a determination of the need for fencing. 

158-18 “Wetlands” will be added to item 3 under Wildlife 
Habitat (Issue 2-2) on page 2-14. In reference 
to compliance with Executive Order 11990, please 
see page 2-2, item 1. In addition, during analysis 
of site-specific actions, all applicable regulations, 
including executive orders, will be considered. 
Commitments to wetland inventories have been 
added to the proposed plan. 

158-19 This information is not appropriate to a general 
area-wide planning document. Numerous and 
varied coordination processes would be required 
to implement individual resource projects 
stemming from the broad RMP decisions. BLM 
will comply with all applicable coordination 
requirements during the analysis, development, 
and implementation of each site-specific project. 

158-20 Federal mineral concern areas (FMCAs) are 
private surface with federally owned subsurface; 
therefore, BLM has no surface management 
authority. BLM’s only commitment to surface 
resources is to recommend measures for mitigation 
of impacts of federal mineral development. 

158-21 The site-specific impacts of destruction or 
depletion of wells and springs on wetlands and 
streams would be assessed and mitigative measures 
developed during specific mine plan analysis. 

Because of the concern, however, a general 
discussion of wetlands has been added to the RMP. 

158-22 The most important areas were determined 
through analysis of bald eagle wintering distri- 
bution maps supplied by the Colorado Division 
of Wildlife. Data to prepare the maps were 
supplied by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

158-23 The specific steps to ensure compliance with 
Executive Order 11988 would depend on the 
proposed activity and how it might affect the 
floodplain. See change in item 5, page 2-66. 

158-24 Through impact analysis of the various 
alternatives, the sensitivity of other resources and 
land uses to oil and gas leasing and development 
was evaluated in the draft RMP/EIS. With the 
exception of the proposed Diamond Breaks 
Wilderness Area, impacts to critical, sensitive, or 
fragile resources can be adequately mitigated 
through no-surface-occupancy stipulations, 
performance standards, or other prescriptions that 
will still potentially allow oil and gas leasing and 
development. We believe impacts to other 
resources will not be more adverse to lands 
available for leasing with no-surface-occupancy 
stipulations than to lands closed to leasing. 

BLM’s policy of not leasing versus leasing with 
mitigative stipulations is guided by the Interior 
Board of Land Appeals (IBLA) decision “Robert 
G. Lynn (76 IBLA 383).” See BLM Washington 
Office Instruction Memorandum No. 84-254, No. 
84-254, Change 1, and No. 84-254, Change 2 
(see Appendix 27). 

158-25 BLM cannot apply a no-surface-occupancy 
stipulation to an existing oil and gas lease, if it 
was not originally leased with this stipulation 
attached. BLM can require adherence to perfor- 
mance standards or special mitigative measures 
on existing lands. New leases would contain 
wording to the effect that no surface occupancy 
would be allowed if the performance standards 
could not be met. 
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158-26 

158-27 

158-28 

158-29 

158-30 

158-31 

Cumulative impacts will be addressed within the 
Little Snake oil and gas activity plan and within 
the site-specific activity plan for coal development. 
Within the coal planning area, a USGS hydrologic 
model (Parker and Norris 1983) will be utilized 
to assess cumulative impacts to surface waters. 
A cumulative assessment will also be made in 
oil and gas areas by utilizing various Soil 
Conservation Service methods for hydrologic 
analysis. 

General stipulations for water resource protection 
are outlined in the Oil and Gas Umbrella EA. 
Specific stipulations are developed case by case 
and attached to Applications for Permit to Drill, 
Notice of Stakings, Sundry Notices, etc. See 
response to comment 153-05. 

BLM believes the current level of detail outlined 
on page 2-66 is appropriate for the RMP. 

See changes in text on page 2-66. 

Areas along the Little Snake River were considered 
for inclusion as fragile soil and water areas under 
the Renewable Resource and Natural Environ- 
ment alternatives. These were dropped under the 
Preferred Alternative, mainly because the fragile 
areas were more scattered and BLM believed that 
they could be protected under stipulations listed 
in Item 2, page 2-65. 

Some of the areas along Powder Wash did not 
meet the stringent criteria discussed in Appendix 
23 for fragile soil areas. The other areas would 
be protected under Item 2, page 2-65. 

The areas along Milk Creek are mostly privately 
owned, and BLM has no surface jurisdiction on 
those lands. 

Location of future coal lease tracts and associated 
mines would more appropriately be determined 
during activity planning, when more detailed 
information would be available concerning 
availability and quality of mineable coal in specific 
areas, types of mines proposed, and potential site- 
specific impacts to other resources. Also see 
response to comment 98-28. 

As noted on page 2-13 of the Draft RMP/EIS 
(Coal [Issue l-l]), “Site-specific activity planning 
including environmental analysis, would be 
needed for leasing specific tracts.” The RMP 
decision on coal is to ‘determine what lands are 
available for further consideration for leasing, 
using the coal screens identified on page 2-13 of 
the Draft RMP/EIS. If tracts are subsequently 
identified for potential leasing, BLM will prepare 
environmental assessments or environmental 
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158-33 

158-34 

158-35 

impact statements, as appropriate, to meet the 
requirements of both NEPA and the federal coal 
leasing program. 

Determination of thresholds within the Little 
Snake Resource Area would depend on site- 
specific information about locations of proposed 
lease tracts and types of proposed mines and their 
relationship to surface and groundwater resources 
to determine whether a potentially significant 
impact to water quality would occur. Coal activity 
planning will include analysis of both site-specific 
and cumulative impacts to water quality as the 
result of leasing and development of specific coal 
tracts, as well as the adequacy of potential 
mitigation. Thresholds will be considered, if 
appropriate and if data are adequate to determine 
significant irreversible or irretrievable impacts to 
water quality. That information and analysis 
would be used by the decision maker to determine 
whether particular coal tracts are appropriate for 
leasing. 

We concur and have added a paragraph to 
Cumulative Analysis, page 4-4. The information 
presented in Chapter 3 (Affected Environment), 
though limited, represents the best information 
currently available. Site-specific data and 
assumptions are necessary to attempt any quality 
impact assessments. 

Where applicable, site-specific impact assesments 
will be performed using appropriate state-of-the- 
art modeling techniques. Specific assumptions and 
methodologies are based on site-specific condi- 
tions, using modeling guidance provided by 
regulatory agencies. As stated in the draft EIS 
(page 4-l) “.... all applicable federal, state, and 
local laws and regulations are considered part of 
management actions proposed under all alterna- 
tives.” This includes air quality regulations. 

References to satisfactory and unsatisfactory 
livestock forage have been inserted in the Glossary, 
along with expanded definitions under Livestock 
Forage Condition. Since many people have 
confused unsatisfactory forage condition with low 
seral stage, we have included additional narrative 
to clear up this misunderstanding (see the Text 
Changes section). 

Although the accumulated impacts of the proposed 
range improvement practices are expected to 
change the net overall seral stage status by 5 
percent, there are actually seral stage changes 
occurring in all stages. In many cases, vegetative 
composition can be changed without altering its 
seral stage. 
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158-37 

158-38 

158-39 

158-40 

158-41 

In view of large amounts of acreage affected by 
these range practices, the impacts are considered 
significant. See pages 4-33, 4-34, 4-39, and 4- 
40 of the draft for a discussion of impacts to soils 
and water resources. 

Appendix 9 has been modified to strengthen the 
connection between identified problems and 
proposed solutions. 

Appendix 7 has also been expanded to provide 
additional information about those resource 
conflicts that were considered part of the 
categorization process. 

BLM will not wait for the results of long-term 
monitoring to institute management. A list of 
allotments by priority for management will be in 
the rangeland program summary supplement to 
the record of decision. Some improvement on 
riparian areas is currently being done. 

Additional narrative has been included in 
Appendix 7 that discusses the ranking of allotments 
for range improvement expenditures. 

The clause “increased grazing would also adversely 
impact naturalness” should be deleted because no 
grazing increase is anticipated. Under the Preferred 
Alternative, these areas would not be designated 
as wilderness; therefore, beneficial range projects 
and intensive management systems could be 
developed. 

If wilderness designation occurred and livestock 
damage were evident, appropriate grazing 
management systems would be developed on a 
site-specific basis to protect water resources and 
preserve the wilderness characteristics. 

A monitoring plan will be part of the rangeland 
program summary (RPS) supplement to the record 
of decision. Schedules and progress toward 
monitoring will be in future RPS updates. 

The summary table is designed to include impacts 
important to making a decision between alter- 
natives. No significant impact to threatened or 
endangered animal species would occur under any 
alternative. 

It was our intention to indicate that management 
actions (the RMP), as well as preparation of the 
RMP/EIS, would not affect any endangered 
species. During preparation of particular activity 
plans, in which specific actions will be accomp- 
lished, a determination will be made on the effect 
of that action on endangered species. See page 
1-l of the draft RMP/EIS. 
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158-43 

158-44 

158-45 

160-01 

161-01 

161-02 

161-03 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The RMP leaves the door open for more specific 
actions designed to conserve endangered species 
through preparation of habitat management plans. 
Such specific actions would require the develop- 
ment of activity plans. 

Activity plans, site-specific-project plans, and other 
actions taken under the RMP will require a wide 
range of public participation, interagency 
coordination, and environmental analysis. The 
level of environmental analysis will be appropriate 
for potential impacts and will follow NEPA and 
other applicable laws. The process and opportunity 
for public involvement will be determined at the 
time such actions are considered and will vary 
from the intensive processes that will occur with 
regional coal leasing EISs to categorical exclusions. 

Currently, BLM State Oftice personnel are 
involved in interagency meetings concerned with 
nonpoint source pollution; in particular, BLM is 
involved in the Colorado River Basin Salinity 
Control Advisory Council. BLM will continue to 
pursue interagency meetings concerning water 
quality improvements. 

The RMP has identified general procedures by 
which BLM will comply with water quality 
problems within the resource area (Items 1-9, page 
2-15 and Items l-10 on pages 2-64, 2-65, 2-66.) 
Site-specific water quality problems will be 
handled at the activity plan stage. 

The process for handling and documenting 
categorical exclusions was published in the Federal 
Register for public comment before it was included 
in The Department of Interior Manual, Part 516 
DM6 Appendix 5 (BLM). Since this process is 
governed by the Department of Interior Manual 
and is not affected by this RMP, it is not 
appropriate to repeat here. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

Individual activity plans will describe the 
protective measures for each project within each 
special management area. Site-specific plans are 
activity planning and will be developed after the 
RMP is selected and the Record of Decision is 
signed. See page 2-2, item 6 in the draft. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

The lack of proposals ‘(concrete or otherwise) 
requires that flexibility be maintained. Right-of- 
way development is restricted or excluded in 
management priority areas where significant 
impacts might otherwise occur. Additionally, the 
high percentage of private land in the resource 
area would preclude the designation of corridors 
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in the eastern two-thirds of the resource area and 
generally guide placement of rights-of-way in the 
western one-third of the resource area. 

161-04 See response to comment 113-01. 

162-01 See response to comment 2-01. 

163-01 See response to comment 2-01. 

163-02 Specific, potential air quality impacts because of 
oil and gas exploration and development is no 
more certain than stated in the Draft RMP/EIS 
for coal development (page 4-4): “Specific impacts 
could not be predicted until detailed development 
plans were prepared, and atmospheric dispersion 
modeling assumptions were specified.” Refined 
analyses cannot be attempted until specific 
development is proposed. 

Regardless, the draft RMP/EIS also clearly states 
(page 4-l) “... all applicable federal, state and local 
laws and regulations are considered part of 
management actions proposed under all alterna- 
tives.” This includes Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration Class I and II increments, as well 
as Colorado Category I and II increments. 

The comparison to gas development in North 
Dakota, while interesting, is inappropriate because 
of the vast differences in anticipated oil and gas 
development and particularily the differences in 
hydrogen sulfide concentrations in the fields. 
Obviously, any major emitting facility (such as 
a gas sweetening plant) would be required to 
prepare detailed air quality impact analyses before 
construction is permitted. 

163-03 BLM believes that most of the impacts from timber 
harvesting and road building would not greatly 
affect the Green and Yampa rivers. Impacts 
primarily would be on local streams outside the 
monument. See text changes. 

163-04 The RMP proposes to allow specific actions that 
could impact the Dinosaur National Monument. 
Before BLM permits or undertakes any action 
under the management prescriptions of the 
proposed plan, any such action that could impact 
Dinosaur National Monument would be analyzed 
in an environmental impact statement or 
environmental assessment. An example would be 
the oil and gas activity plan that will be completed 
after the final RMP/EIS. 

163-05 We did not directly reserve AUMs for wildlife 
because of lack of adequate data to determine 
exact figures. However, by indicating numbers of 
animals for which we would provide forage, we 
are, in essence, reserving forage without specifying 

163-06 

163-07 

163-08 

163-09 

163-10 

163-11 

164-01 

numbers of AUMs or the location. After 
monitoring, which will be done in every allotment, 
we will be able to determine the approriate number 
of AUMs that need to be reserved for wildlife 
as well as livestock. 

The use estimates discussed on page 64 of Chapter 
3 pertain to public lands only; and those figures 
contained in Appendix 19 are area-wide figures 
for all lands, regardless of surface status. The area- 
wide figures were obtained from Bureau of 
Outdoor Recreation data. 

Site-specific planning will address potential 
activities that may affect national natural 
landmarks (NNL). At this time, no activities are 
forseen that may impact NNLs. 

The text has been revised. 

See response to comment 2-O 1. 

We believe that a VRM Class I designation would 
be too restrictive for the priority areas identified 
for the Dinosaur National Monument adjacent 
wilderness study areas and West Cold Spring 
WSA. VRM Class II management of the 
nonsuitable areas will allow for protection of the 
visual resources, while allowing for certain levels 
of development to occur. 

When the alternatives were put together, Calico 
Draw RNA was considered in the Natural 
Environment and Energy and Minerals alterna- 
tives. It was considered in the Natural Environ- 
ment Alternative since athat was the alternative 
of maximum protection. The Energy and Minerals 
Alternative showed no significant minerals 
development potential in the RNA, therefore, it 
was considered in that alternative as well. The 
remaining alternatives showed overriding resource 
values for the area under those specific alternatives. 

It should also be noted that the BLM Geologic 
Advisory Group in their recent publication 
“Faults, Fossils, and Canyons” (February 1986) 
recommended against special management 
designation for Calico Draw. 

BLM policy is that decisions adjusting allowable 
levels of livestock grazing not be based solely on 
a one-point-in-time inventory. Monitoring data 
must show that adjustments are necessary and 
justified. This includes both permanent increases 
or decreases in grazing use. BLM policy also states 
that decisions be issued or agreements entered into 
within 5 years of the publication of a rangeland 
program summary (RPS), following completion 
of a land-use plan (LUP) and grazing EIS. 
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164-03 

164-04 

164-05 

The RPS is the principal instrument for communi- 
cating to users and the general public the results 
of BLM’s LUP/EIS analysis process. RPSs should 
identify rangeland management objectives, 
describe actions that will be taken to achieve those 
objectives, and identify priorities by allotment for 
management action. For example, all Improve (I) 
category allotments normally have the highest 
priority for monitoring, preparation of allotment 
management plans (AMPS), and installation of 
improvements. Budget constraints, however, 
require that I allotments be ranked to assure the 
AMPS are prepared and improvements installed 
in priority order. This will allow users, the public, 
and BLM management to track progress being 
made toward plan implementation. 

Monitoring priority should be stated in the RPS 
or its update in terms of the intensity of monitoring 
that is needed and feasible. BLM policy states that 
all allotments be monitored; however, not all at 
the same intensity. A monitoring strategy must 
be developed that will assure monitoring will be 
initiated at the intensity and frequency needed to 
establish proper levels of livestock use, consistent 
with the management direction identified in the 
LUP. Ecological site inventories provide a baseline 
for monitoring where they exist. 

Range-site potentials are used as received from 
the Soil Conservation Service. This was used in 
the analysis of our ecological site inventory for 
potentials and approximate stocking rates. 

Appendix 14 gives a summary of the monitoring 
methods we will be using. Detailed analysis will 
be provided in the RPS. See response 164-01. 

The 3,258,OOO acres you refer to are those acres 
on which the federal government has mineral 
ownership. The correct figure for authorized 
grazing or federal surface should be 1,256,540 
(see page 3-41). 

Categorization criteria are presented in Appendix 
7, as modified in this final. Specific allotment 
worksheets are on file in the resource area. 
Allotment categorizations are not fixed and will 
change as new data and resource conflicts are 
analyzed. The rangeland management program 
summary and updates will keep the public 
informed of these changes. 

Adjustments in livestock use are in accordance 
with current BLM regulations and policies (see 
response to comment 164- 1). 

164-06 

164-07 

164-08 

164-09 
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The projected 46 percent decline is a projection 
of what could happen if full preference is used. 
Currently, operators are voluntarily taking an 
average 37 percent nonuse, which has prevented 
much of the deterioration from occurring. 

BLM has the authority to make use adjustments 
or restrict livestock grazing immediately when it 
is determined that such adjustments are required 
to sustain resource productivity and protect the 
resource from substantial and long-term damage. 
We plan to exercise that authority where 
conditions are warranted (see BLM Manual H- 
4110-1.33). 

See Table 3-9, which states that the unmapped 
portion of the BLM surface land is 412,299 acres. 

In reference to the priority list, please see comment 
147-02. 

Allotment maps are supplied in this final RMP. 
It is true that the RMP does not promise any 
specific measures will be taken by any particular 
date or on any specific area. All of these actions 
are to some extent hypothetical and dependent 
on funding. The RMP explains that BLM will 
prepare site-specific analysis of actions eventually 
required under the RMP and subsequent activity 
plans (allotment management plans). “... because 
the scope of the EIS is determined by the scope 
of the proposed action, it is unreasonable to expect 
the EIS to analyze possible actions in greater detail 
than is possible given the tentative nature of the 
MFP itself’ (or RMP in this case). See the decision 
of the U.S. District Court, Nevada NRDC, Inc., 
et al, vs Hodel concerning the Reno Grazing EIS 
and Land Use Plan. The development of allotment 
management plans and the associated projects will 
contain allotment-specific objectives and benefit/ 
cost analysis on proposed projects. 

Species diversity and richness, relative abundance, 
and other components of nongame species 
populations will be used to monitor the condition 
and trend of wetlands and riparian habitats, as 
well as other high-value habitats that may be 
affected by future management actions. 

We did not provide acreages of priority areas for 
comparison, because relative sizes of these areas 
can be determined from the maps in the draft 
RMP. 

We do not fully understand your comment: “No 
figures comparable to grazing allotment figures 
are given to determine habitat condition.” Based 
on our interpretation of this comment, we do not 
have figures on any aspect of habitat condition. 
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164-10 

164-l 1 

164-12 

165-01 

166-01 

166-02 

167-01 

This type of information will be obtained from 
the monitoring program. 

Inventory of habitat types and habitat condition, 
development of standards for implementing 
habitat improvement, and criteria for judging 
wildlife habitat and population variables will all 
be accomplished through both the monitoring 
program and development of habitat management 
plans. 

Specific management and protection will be part 
of individual activity plans; such as HMPs or site- 
specific environmental assessments, and may 
include such management as listed on page 2- 
14, Wildlife Habitat (Issue 2-2). 

The draft RMP does not attempt to state any 
specific percentage of climax vegetation as a 
primary allotment objective. Objections have to 
be measurable to be meaningful, and the 
hypothetical “climax” ecological state cannot be 
specifically measured or proven. The 3 percent 
climax referred to in Appendix 6 is a indication 
of present conditions, not objectives. 

See comment 98-13 in relation to impacts of 
chemical treatments. 

Narrative changes have been made on page 4- 
14 (see text changes) that discuss the impacts of 
sagebrush manipulation, of which chemical 
control is an important technique. 

The boundary adjustment you refer to is proposed 
under the Preferred Alternative and the proposed 
plan specifically to exclude portions of the lease 
area where cultivation has or can take place, 
making the boundary more easily identifiable on 
the ground. 

See response to comment 2-O 1. 

See response to comment 3- 11. 

A detailed discussion of multi-mineral develop- 
ment is beyond the scope of the land-use plan, 
since it ,is more a matter of the Mineral Leasing 
Act and its subsequent amendments and 
regulations. 

BLM is committed to multi-mineral development, 
as outlined in 43 CFR 3000.7. The issuance of 
a mineral lease does not confer to the lessee an 
exclusive right to the use of the lands, but rather, 
only to the development of the particular mineral 
for which the lease was issued. The coal lease 
form states that the lessor (the United States) 
reserves the right to authorize other uses for the 
lease lands, specifcally, leases for other minerals, 
permits, easements, and rights-of-way. The lease 

167-02 

167-03 

167-04 

167-05 

167-06 

167-07 

168-01 

168-02 

form also states that the lessor shall condition such 
authorizations to prevent unnecessary or unreaso- 
nable interference with the rights of the lessee as 
may be consistent with concepts of multiple- 
mineral development. For examples of this clause, 
see the 1958 coal lease form, section 4; the 1977 
coal lease form, section 3; and the 1984 lease 
form, section 7. 

We do not think the potential lessee’s good faith 
is violated since it is stated in the lease form, and 
any existing encumbrances and leases for other 
minerals are a matter of public record through 
BLM’s master title plats, OG plats, and coal plats, 
as well as county and state records. 

Concerning the last statement in the comment, 
Colorado Mined Land Reclamation Division 
(CMLRD) must consider prior rights when dealing 
with conflicts between mineral leases and realty 
actions. It is not CMLRD’s responsibility to settle 
differenes arising from BLM’s leasing regulations 
concerning multiple-mineral development. 

This paragraph states that critical habitats “would 
be protected by limits or restriction...” but does 
not say that critical habitats will not be mined. 
In addition, all critical habitats will receive some 
sort of protection from mining impacts. 

Change made, please see Errata for page 2-7. 

We believe that these concerns can better be 
analyzed on a case-by-case basis during analyses 
of specific activity plans. 

We realize that scattered tracts of prime farmland 
exist within Moffat County, but until we know 
where the mining will occur, we cannot study 
the impacts of the activity on prime farmlands. 
This will be covered on a site-specific basis at 
the activity plan stage. 

Because they are not part of BLM’s unsuitability 
criteria, prime farmlands are not given the same 
attention as floodplains and alluvial valley floors 
in the RMP. 

We agree. A paragraph will be added to reflect 
such impacts. 

See response to comment 167-4. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

There would be no significant impacts to the 
potential Wild and Scenic River eligibility of the 
Yampa River within Dinosaur National Monu- 
ment under any alternative analyzed in the RMP/ 
EIS. Also see response to comment 3-l 1. 
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168-03 

169-01 

170-01 

170-02 

171-01 

172-01 

174-01 

175-01 

176-01 

177-01 

178-01 

179-01 

180-01 

180-02 

180-03 

180-04 

180-05 

180-06 

180-07 See response to comment 3-l 1. 

Cold Spring Mountain, the Dinosaur Adjacent 
units, and Limestone Ridge were inventoried in 
1979 for wilderness characteristics. The decision 
to remove Limestone Ridge from further wilder- 
ness consideration was made in November 1980. 
This decision is detailed in the Intensive 
Wilderness Inventory, Final Wilderness Study 
Areas, available at the Craig District and Colorado 
State offices. Wilderness criteria and decision 
rationale for the Dinosaur Adjacent units and West 
Cold Spring are addressed in the Summary 
Analysis and Recommendations Table starting on 
page 5-2 of the Wilderness Technical Supplement. 

See response to comment 100-01. 

See response to comment 2-O 1. 

See response to comment 147-4. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 147-4. 

See response to comment 2-01, 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-O 1. 

See response to comment 2-O 1. 

See response to comment 154-14. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

BLM is governed by adequate laws and regulations 
that offer protection to all wildlife, including 
threatened or endangered species, whether or not 
they occur in wilderness areas. 

See response to comment 2-01. Existing 
regulations, mitigative stipulations and monitoring 
will ensure protection for the values identified. 

Even though outside sights and sounds are 
noticeable within portions of the WSA, the WSA 
as a whole contains sufficient opportunities for 
isolation and primitive, unconfined recreation 
necessary to be considered natural (see Analysis 
and Recommendation S-5 Wilderness Technical 
Supplement). 

BLM considered this aspect. Also see response 
to comment 2-01. 

The other areas being recommended include most 
of Dinosaur National Monument and various 
other U.S. Forest Service and BLM WSAs, as 
well as Diamond Breaks. 

181-01 

181-02 

181-03 

182-01 

183-01 

183-02 

183-03 

183-04 

183-05 

183-06 

183-07 

183-08 

Page A15-3 addresses the severe impacts that 
would occur on the resource area under the no 
grazing alternative. There would be a 57 percent 
decline ($5,400,000) in gross livestock revenue 
and the loss of 102.7 man years in the labor force. 

See response to comment 154-14. 

Forage deterioration can result from overutili- 
zation by livestock and/or wildlife. In the draft 
RMP we discussed problems related to livestock, 
but we also presented problems related to big 
game. On page 4-19, 2nd paragraph under Issue 
2-2: Wildlife, problems with elk were discussed. 
Table A I6- i, page A 16- I, also points out specific 
allotments where wildlife may be the primary 
cause of forage deterioration. Also see responses 
to comments 154-6 and 154-33. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

Discussion of actual use (9year average) in 
relation to existing preference is discussed on page 
3-42. 

Please see response to comment 115-05. 

Please see response to comment 115-06. 

Please see response to comment 164-01. 

We believe that discussions of the details of actual 
plan implementation fall outside of the scope of 
the draft RMP document. Finalization of the 
details of plan implementation will occur during 
the implementation phase of the RMP. 

BLM’s assumption for increased recreation-visitor 
days was based on recreation coefficients from 
the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation. These 
coefticients are based on increases in regional 
population and the associated increases in demand 
for all categories of recreation. 

We considered the total supply of semiprimitive 
and primitive recreation in Northwestern Colo- 
rado and other recreational settings and the shifting 
of 297,000 acres from primitive to semiprimitive. 
We concluded that supply would meet the demand 
under any of the alternatives proposed. Therefore, 
the amount of recreational use in the resource 
area would not be affected by any of the alternatves 
considered. 

Because of manpower and funding limitations, 
we have not been able to collect enough data 
to provide a detailed picture of ORV demand 
in the resource area. ORV activities occurring 
within the resource area will be monitored on 
a regular basis in order to ensure that any adverse 
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183-09 

183-10 

183-11 

183-12 

183-13 

183-14 

impacts caused by ORV use can be minimized 
and mitigated in an acceptable manner. Also see 
response to comment 131-01. 

See response to comment 58-2. 

Avoidance stipulations would be imposed under 
all alternatives to protect identified Colorado BLM 
sensitive plant species whenever they occur within 
the resource area. See page 2-15, Issue 2-3, of 
the draft RMP/EIS. This mitigation has also been 
included in the proposed plan (see Proposed 
Resource Management Plan, Management 
Actions, Threatened/Endangered, Candidate, and 
Sensitive Plants [Issue 2-31, Item 2). Table 3 in 
the proposed Resource Management Plan includes 
this mitigation. 

You are correct. Reference to verbal agreements 
regarding monitoring studies and exclosures on 
the sites was inadvertently omitted. BLM is 
committed to cooperate with the Colorado 
Department of Natural Resources and the 
Colorado Natural Areas program in protecting the 
special biological features identified on these sites. 

Please see response to comment 102-4. 

BLM has a list of overappropriated streams within 
the resource area. Because BLM has no plans to 
use overappropriated streams, any proposed or 
planned projects or activities will not be affected. 
Most of the BLM water projects are proposed 
for intermittent drainageways in the western 
portion of the resource area, where overappro- 
priation is not a problem. 

The references to water development projects cited 
within the RMP primarily highlight what BLM 
believes is needed to meet the goals of the livestock, 
wild horses, or soils and water programs. BLM 
will consider water availability before any of the 
projects are approved. This is done on a site- 
specific basis through an environmental 
assessment. 

183-15 

183-16 

183-17 

BLM also files appropriative water rights on spring 
sources and applies for well permits and stock 
pond construction permits as a matter of practice. 

The implied right of condemnation under the 
Colorado Constitution has no validity on federal 
lands. BLM will comply with the conditions 
outlined under Sections 504 and 505 of the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 before 
any rights-of-way are granted across public lands. 

It is not possible to develop a “timetable” for 
the development of cultural resource management 
plans (CRMPs). These plans are based on issue- 
initiated actions, with consideration of BLM 
funding or manpower. Currently, there is no way 
of knowing what CRMPs will be required or when 
they will be needed. As stated in Chapter 2, page 
2-18, and other areas of the RMP, these plans 
will be developed and used on a case-by-case basis. 

The comment regarding page 4-86 appears to 
indicate a misunderstanding on what is going to 
happen with cultural resources and the open ORV 
designation. It is BLM’s decision not to conduct 
cultural resource surveys in the open ORV areas. 
The time, money and manpower to carry out this 
extensive work is not available. The open areas, 
as discussed in 43 CFR 8340, are casual use of 
the resource area. Currently, ORV use in the 
resource area is very dispersed. The ORV activities 
(such as competitive events) that are permitted 
through recreation permits will include cultural 
resource management actions and mitigations. 
These will be a condition of that use. Also see 
response to comment 109-02. 

183-18 We agree, and we will set it up accordingly in 
this final. 

185-01 See response to comment 28-01. 

186-01 See response to comment 28-01. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

HEARINGS 

A-01 

A-02 

A-03 

A-04 

A-05 

A-06 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 147-03. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 58-02. 

See response to comment 2-O 1. 

There is no data available to the BLM that would 
indicate which minerals are present and in what 
quantities in the resource area. Without this data 
base, no economic projections can be made. Also, 
the BLM does not have a data base to support or 
refute the contention that the U.S. government 
subsidizes the extractive mineral or livestock grazing 
industries. 

A-07 

A-08 

A-09 

A-10 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 154-05. 

See responses to comments 15-3, 98-22, 139-2, 
147-2, and 147-03. 

A-11 

A-12 

A-13 

A-14 

A-15 

A-16 

A-17 

A-18 

A-19 

A-20 

A-21 

A-22 

A-23 

A-24 

A-25 

A-26 

A-27 

A-28 

A-29 

A-30 

A-31 See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 3-11. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 147-4. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-O 1. 

See response to comment 2-O 1. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 3-11. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-O 1. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

A-32 

A-33 

A-34 

A-35 

A-36 

A-37 

A-38 

A-39 

A-40 

B-01 

B-02 

B-03 

B-04 

B-05 

B-06 

B-07 

B-08 

B-09 

B-10 

B-11 

B-12 

B-13 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-O 1, 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 28-01. 

See responses to comments 139-01 and 147-4. 

See response to comment 139- 16. 

See response to comment 2-O I. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-O 1. 

See response to comment 98-22. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 15-03. 

See responses to comments 158-16 and 158-17. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 67-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 3-l 1. 

The boundary adjustments proposed under BLM’s 
Preferred Alternative for the Diamond Breaks 
Wilderness Study Area were made to enhance 
manageability. The rationale for this proposal is 
presented on page 2-21 of the Wilderness Technical 
Supplement. Such adjustments were not needed for 
the West Cold Spring Wilderness Study Area. 

See response to comment 154-06. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 141-9. 

See response to comment 141-10. 

See response to comment 2-O 1. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 154-14. 

See responses to comments 154-20 and 154-21. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 120-02. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

‘See response to comment 154-02. 

B-14 

B-15 

B-16 

B-17 

B-18 

B-19 

B-20 

B-21 

B-22 

B-23 

B-24 

B-25 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

B-26 

B-27 

B-28 

B-29 

B-30 

B-31 

B-32 

B-33 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-O 1. 

See response to comment 67-O 1. 

See response to comment 154-14. 

See response to comment 102-02. 

See response to comment 2-01. 

See response to comment 2-O 1. 

C-O 1 See response to comment 2-01. 

C-02 See response to comment 2-01. 

C-03 See response to comment 3-l 1. 

C-04 See response to comment 2-O 1. 

C-05 See response to comment 2-01. 
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Text Changes to the Draft RMP/EIS 



TEXT CHANGES 

Summary 

Page S-2 

First column, third paragraph, first sentence. This sentence 
should read: The management of threatened and endangered 
species, wild horses, and paleontological resources would 
continue, as described under the Current Management 
Alternative. 

First column, fifth paragraph, first sentence. Delete the 
words “and rights-of-way,” and add the word “and” after 
the word “species.” 

Chapter 1 

Page l-7 

First column, paragraph 2c. Change text to read: Protect, 
maintain, or improve all terrestrial and aquatic wildlife 
habitat. 

Page l-11 

First column, change text under heading Oil and Gas 
Leasing Umbrella Environmental Assessment. 

A comprehensive management program for oil 
and gas was established for the Little Snake 
Resource Area in an umbrella environmental 
assessment (EA) completed in June 1982. The 
EA assessed probable environmental impacts 
associated with leasing oil and gas in the resource 
area, and as the result of this analysis, mitigative 
measures were developed to reduce or eliminate 
unacceptable adverse environmental impacts. A 
part of this analysis consisted of examining 
proposed mitigative measures to determine if less 
restrictive measures would be adequate to serve 
the public interest. These mitigative measures are, 
in part, brought from the umbrella EA and 
referenced throughout this RMP as stipulations. 

Land-use allocation decisions will be made in the 
Little Snake kMP to determine areas where 
leasing would occur with “case-by-case (avoi- 
dance), seasonal restrictions, no-surface- 
occupancy, and standard lease terms” [Umbrella 
EA form 2, CSO 3100-65 (A) (B), Jan. 19821. 
Land-use decisions will also be made in this RMP 
establishing areas that could be leased if 
performance standards were met and areas where 
no oil and gas leasing would be allowed. 

Subsequent to completion of the Little Snake 
RMP, an oil and gas activity plan will be developed 
for the Little Snake Resource Area to further refine 
the degree to which oil and gas development will 
be allowed on lands open to leasing. This activity 
plan will assess the level of direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impact resulting from a reasonable 
foreseeable level of oil and gas development in 
the resource area. The activity plan will identify 
any additional necessary and justifiable mitigative 
measures to reduce or eliminate unacceptable 
adverse environmental impacts and will also 
identify any change to oil and gas leasing decisions 
made in the Little Snake RMP that may be 
warranted. 

At a minimum, the oil and gas activity plan will 
address the primary, secondary, and cumulative 
impacts of at least one reasonable foreseeable level 
of oil and gas development in the Little Snake 
Resource Area, as stated in the above paragraph. 
This level of development will be based on 
resource potential (see enclosed oil and gas map) 
and historical oil and gas activity in the area. The 
analysis of impacts will be based on assumptions 
regarding, for example, the number of wells 
expected to be drilled in the resource area over 
the projected life of the Little Snake RMP, the 
varying density of those wells, typical surface 
disturbance in acres resulting from oil and gas 
activity, reclamation potential, the number of acres 
in a disturbed condition in a typical year, and 
the total number of acres disturbed during the 
20-year period of the Little Snake RMP. 

Until this activity plan is approved, the Little Snake 
oil and gas umbrella EA will continue to be the 
National Environmental Policy Act compliance 
document for oil and gas leasing in the resource 
area. The oil and gas activity plan should be 
completed by early 1987. 
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TEXT CHANGES 

Chapter 2 

Page 2-2 

First column, list number 6. Text has been changed to 
read: 

Implementation of the recommended actions for 
the resource area would be guided by a series 
of activity plans. An activity plan is program 
specific and shows in detail how particular uses 
provided for in the RMP are to be carried out. 
It sets forth management actions to accomplish 
program activity goals, objectives and manage- 
ment actions, including such things as projects, 
treatments, and other on-the-ground activities, and 
schedules. Activity plans prepared following the 
RMP would include a coal activity plan, an ‘oil 
and gas activity plan, habitat management plans 
(HMPs) for wildlife, allotment management plans 
(AMPS) for livestock grazing, landownership 
adjustment activity plans, watershed plans, and 
cultural resource management plans. Site-specific 
management plans would also be required for 
areas of critical environmental concern (ACECs), 
for research natural areas (RNAs), for outstanding 
natural areas (ONAs), for special recreation 
management areas (SRMAs), and for areas 
designated by Congress as wilderness. Each plan 
would delineate the programs and management 
actions needed to accomplish proper land and 
resource management. 

Page 2-5 

First Column, fifth paragraph, second sentence. Sentence 
should be changed to read: Land adjustments could occur. 
On lands encumbered by mining claims, they would only 
take place if the land has no “known mineral value,” as 
determined by a BLM geologist or mining engineer, and 
if the prospective patentee is willing to accept defeasible 
title. 

First column, eighth paragraph (Realty Actions). Delete 
this paragraph. 

First column, text under heading Federal Mineral Concern 
Areas. 

Important, unique, or fragile resources on split- 
estate lands containing federal minerals may 
require protection during mineral development. 
These areas are called federal mineral concern 
areas (FMCAs). Site-specific mitigation for 
FMCAs could occur during the mineral activity 
planning process. This process is not an attempt 
to dictate to a private surface owner how to 
manage private surface. Private surface owners, 
however, are encouraged to become involved in 
the activity planning process during scoping and 
public review. 

If a significant impact to a resource is identified 
during the activity planning process, protection 
or mitigation, which must be consistent with valid 
existing rights, may be required before the federal 
mineral can be developed. Any designation in 
either this document or the activity plan would 
not dictate pre- or post-mineral development land 
uses or any other uses unrelated to federal mineral 
development. (Note: Although there is no federal 
control of locatables on split-estate lands, the 
mining claimant is liable to the surface owner 
for damages to crops and other tangible improve- 
ments and is also subject to the state of Colorado 
reclamation requirements [See 43 CFR 38141.) 

Page 2-14 

Second column, list number 5. Add the following text 
as the last sentence: The destruction, loss, and degradation 
of wetlands would be minimized, and the beneficial values 
would be preserved and enhanced as directed under 
Executive Order 11990 of May 1977 (Wetlands). 

Second column, add list number 7. 7. No surface 
occupancy stipulations would be added to oil and gas leases 
when issued in certain areas to protect critical wildlife habitat 
for raptors, greater sandhill cranes, wildlife watering areas, 
beaver colonies, sage-grouse strutting grounds, and prairie- 
dog towns (potential black-footed ferret habitat). These areas 
vary in size from 10 acres to 640 acres and are scattered 
throughout the resource area. Data may reveal previously 
unknown critical wildlife habitat or show that some areas 
presently identified are not critical wildlife habitat. The total 
number of acres may vary as habitat is examined. The current 
Umbrella Environmental Assessment for Oil and Gas 
Activities identifies 16,240 acres needing no-surface- 
occupancy stipulations to protect these areas. This document 
is available for public review at the Little Snake Resource 
Area office in Craig, Colorado. 
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TEXTCHANGES 

Second column, first paragraph, first sentence. Sentence 
should read: High priority habitat for threatened or 
endangered species or raptors, riparian area, and wetlands 
would continue to be inventoried and monitored on BLM 
lands. 

Second column, list 4, last sentence. Add the following 
text: No impacts would be allowed to aquatic habitat, as 
required by the Clean Water Act, which states that “existing 
instream water uses and the level of water quality necessary 
to protect the existing uses shall be maintained and 
protected.” 

Second column, list 5, last sentence. Add the following 
text: In addition, as stated in Section 2 of the act, all 
threatened and endangered species and their habitats would 
be conserved. 

Page 2-15 

Second column, first partial paragraph, last sentence. This 
sentence should read: They would emphasize the protection 
of fragile soil areas and water quality, and water quality 
parameters would conform with existing or future state and 
federal water quality standards and regulations for both 
surface water and groundwater. 

Second column, first partial paragraph. Add following 
text as the last part of this paragraph: BLM would ensure 
that water quality standards would be met at all points 
and at all times, except as otherwise allowed by state 
regulations. These standards would apply on a short-term 
as well as a local basis. 

Page 2-16 

First column, text under Wilderness (Issue 3-1) heading. 
Move paragraph 1 through 4 to the bottom of column two. 
Top of column one. Insert heading, Fire Management (Issue 
2-9), after paragraph number 4. Drop the number 5. 

Page 2-17 

Table 2-2. Delete Priority column. 

Pages 2-27,2-32,2-39,2-45,2-54, and 2-63 

Add to footnote on No Surface Occupancy, Critical 
wildlife habitat, on tables 2-4, 2-8, 2-13, 2-l 8, 2-23, and 
2-29 (Oil and Gas Leasing Restriction Recommenda- 
tions): See Resource Specific Guidance, Wildlife Habitat 
(Issue 2-2), No. 7 (page 2-14). 

Page 2-31 

First column, list number 1 under Coal (Issue l-1) heading. 
Add the following text after the last sentence. Approximately 
266 million tons of coal throughout the region would not 
be available for surface mining. 

Pages 2-31,2-38,2-44,2-53, and 2-61 

On each page listed, under the heading Oil and Gas 
Development (Issue l-2), the first sentence should be 
dropped, and the following should be inserted: 

The resource area would generally be available 
for oil and gas leasing. Areas have been designated 
for leasing with standard lease terms, seasonal 
restrictions, avoidance stipulations (performance 
standards - page 2-62 only), no-surface- 
occupancy stipulations, or no-leasing. An oil and 
gas activity plan will be developed after the RMP 
has been completed to assess the levels of oil and 
gas development that could be allowed before 
significant impacts might result. Any additional 
specific stipulations that would be necessary and 
justifiable to prevent significant impacts would be 
developed in the oil and gas activity plan. 

Page 2-33 

Second column, text under Fire Management (Issue 2- 
9). Change text to read: 

The RMP will provide overall guidance and 
resource values that will be used to develop a 
Fire Management Plan (FMP) for the Little Snake 
Resource Area. The resource objectives identified 
in the RMP will provide fire management with 
the guidelines, direction, and degree of suppression 
to be used. 

Various fire strategies within the LSRA are: 

1. Maximum Suppression: 
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TEXT CHANGES 

This strategy would be applied to areas with high- 
resource values, structures, commercial forest, oil 
and gas developments, cultural values, 
improvements, etc., that require agressive 
suppression action. Maximum suppression may 
also be used in other areas to prevent fire from 
spreading to adjacent private property/structures. 
Buffer areas near or adjacent to critical manage- 
ment areas, such as threatened, endangered and 
candidate species, Colorado BLM sensitive plant 
species, and Research Natural Areas, may require 
full protection. 

2. Minimum Suppression: 

This strategy would be applied to areas with 
resources that are low in value or do not warrant 
full suppression actions and/or high suppression 
costs. Response will depend on the potential of 
the tire and the cost effectiveness of suppression. 
Suppression strategy may range from immediate, 
initial attack to indirect responses such as confining 
or containing fires within a particular area. Initial 
attack may be used on one portion of the fire, 
‘while indirect responses such as burning out, 
backfiring or allowing the fire to naturally burn 
to a natural break on a different flank may be 
used on another portion of the fire. Fires in WSAs, 
especially Douglas Mountain, Diamond Breaks, 
West Cold Spring, and Cross Mountain, will be 
handled under this strategy. 

3. Prescribe Fire: 

Fire will be used in areas with higher resource 
values and with the potential to improve resource 
.habitat, condition, etc. Prescribe fires will be 
allowed to burn only under specific conditions 
and with set parameters. Both planned and 
unplanned fires will be used. 

Page 2-38 

First column, list number 1 under Coal (Issue l-1) heading. 
Add the following text after the last sentence. Approximately 
275 million tons of coal throughout the region would not 
be available for surface mining. 

Page 2-44 

Second column, paragraph under Coal (Issue l-l) 
heading. Add the following text after the last sentence. 

Approximately 196 million tons of coal would not be 
available for surface mining through this alternative. 

Page 2-53 

Second column, third paragraph. Add the following 
sentence at the end of the paragraph. Approximately 183 
million tons of coal would not be available for surface mining 
through the Natural Environment Alternative. 

Page 2-62 

Second column, list number 1. Add the following text 
after the last sentence. Approximately 266 million tons of 
coal throughout the region would not be available for surface 
mining. 

First column, first partial paragraph, sixth complete 
sentence. Change text to read: “The Ant Hills, Chew Winter 
Camp, and Peterson Draw WSAs, which are located along 
the border of Dinosaur National Monument, would be 
insignificant in terms of their value and contribution to the 
NPS area.” 

First column, first partial paragraph, last sentence. Change 
“NWPS.” to “Monument.” 

Page 2-63 

Table 2-29. Footnote listed as No. 4 should be footnote 
No. 5. Footnote No. 4 should read: If performance standards 
could not be met, surface occupancy would not be allowed. 
Additional areas within the resource area may have restrictive 
stipulations imposed on a case-by-case basis to protect fragile 
soils and water resource values; see Soils/Water Resources 
(Issues 2-5/2-6) for further discussion. 

Page 2-64 

First column, list number 2 under Wildlife Habitat (Issue 
2-2) heading. Replace text with the following: 2. Habitat 
management plans (HMPs) would be prepared and 
implemented emphasizing aquaticiriparian habitats for 
priority areas, including Little Snake River, Yampa River, 
Vermillion Creek, Beaver Creek, Canyon Creek, Dry Creek, 
Shell Creek, Morgan Gulch, Milk Creek, Fortification Creek, 
West Timberlake Creek, and Willow Creek. 
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Surveys would be completed on 3,000 acres of riparian 
and 400 acres of identified wetlands. Inventories would be 
conducted in order to identify more riparian and wetland 
habitats in the resource area. 

Funding to complete HMPs, surveys, and inventories 
would be requested annually. Inventory specifics such as 
monitoring methods and parameters, timeframe, etc., will 
be decided when funding availability is known. 

Page 2-66 

First Column, list number 5. Add following sentence after 
the first sentence: Compliance with Executive Order 11988 
also would be ensured. 

First column, list number 4, second sentence. Change 
the word “might” to “would.” 

Second column, list number 7, fourth sentence. Add 
“Funding would be requested and....” at the beginning of 
this sentence. 

Second column, list number 6, add as last sentence. 
Funding priority will be given to high-enery-potential areas 
such as coal lease tracts and high-density oil and gas sites. 

Page 2-70 

Second column, third paragraph under Major Rights-of- 
Way (Issue 4-2) heading. Change “70,770 acres” to “63,350 
acres.” 

Add the following after Limestone Ridge (1,350 
acres). “Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, 
Irish Canyon (11,680 acres)” 

Second column, last line. Change “166,145 acres” to 
“97,465 acres” and change “13 percent” to “7 percent.” 

Page 2-72 

First column, fourth line. Delete “Wildlife Habitat 
(seasonal restrictions, avoidance stipulations), Cold Spring 
(60,000)” 

First column, 19th line. Delete “Irish Canyon (11,680 
acres).” 

TEXT CHANGES 

Pages 2-74 through 2-81 

Table 2-35. Additions have been made to this table, see 
section on Summary of Impacts by Alternative. 

Chapter 3 

Page 3-7 

Figure 3-2. Page has been corrected. 

Page 3-26 

First column, fourth full paragraph, last sentence. Change 
sentence to: Unitization provides for the exploration, 
development, and operation of an entire structure or area 
by a single operator so that drilling and production may 
proceed in the most efficient and economical manner (BLM 
Manual, Chapter 3 180.02). 

Page 3-40 

Second column, fourth paragraph. Add the following text. 
The habitat for Ownbey’s thistle is on steep, limestone canyon 
walls; on cliffs; in crevices; and on talus slopes of sagebrush 
and scattered juniper. In Colorado, it is known to occur 
only in Cross Mountain Canyon. In Utah, it occurs in a 
few locations in Daggett and Unita counties in juniper, 
sagebrush, and riparian areas. 

Page 3-42 

,First column, third paragraph, last sentence. Add the 
following text: If the inventoried acreage was considered 
to be producing close to its potential in terms of livestock 
forage, then we considered it to be in satisfactory livestock 
forage condition. Unsatisfactory acreages are those that are 
not producing near potential and have a potential for a 
significant increase in livestock forage through cost-effective 
livestock management. Unsatisfactory livestock forage 
condition does not connote low seral stage (poor ecological 
condition). Many acreages in unsatisfactory forage condition 
are in medium or high seral stages (fair or good ecological 
condition). 
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DESCRIPTION 

1. Light-gray to yellowish-brown massive sandstone, 
mudstone, siltstone, shale, and coal. 

2. Gray to light-brown sandstone. . 

3. Dark-gray shale and thin beds of sandstone. 

4. Gray to brown, fine- to medium-grained lenticular 
sandstone; gray to brown shale and claystone, 
and carbonaceous shale; several lenticular coal 
beds. 

5. Light-brown to gray,crossbedded to thin bedded, 
fine- to medium-grained sandstones, mudstone, 
claystone, carbonaceous shale and thin coal beds. 

6. Gray clay shale containing thin beds of siltstone 
or sandstone. Basal part comprises Lower Creta- 
ceous Mowry Shale Member overlain by Upper Creta- 
ceous Frontier Sandstone Member. 

7. Gray calcareous clay shale, with numerous beds of 
fine-grained sandstone; some limestone. Largely 
equivalent to Mancos Shale. 

I 8. Light-brown to gray, fine- to medium-grained 
sapdstone; local conglomeratic beds; some gray 
shale and carbonaceous shale. 

9. Varicolored bentonitic mudstone, siltstone, and 
claystone; lenticular beds of sandstone and con- 
glomerate. - 

Figure 3-2 
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TEXT CHANGES 

Second column, first partial paragraph, first complete 
sentence. Delete this sentence and add the following 
text: The unsatisfactory condition of these allotments canbe 
attributed to a number of factors, including big-game 
concentrations, poor livestock distribution, or the suppression 
of naturally occurring wildfires. 

Page 3-43 

Table 3-l 1. Add the following after Humpback Chub: 

- Bony tail chub Protected by federal and state law. 
- Whooping crane Protected by federal and state law 

Add the following after Ferruginous hawk: 

- Spotted bat 

- Long-billed curlew 

- White-faced ibis 

- Western snowy plover 

- Western yellow-billed 
cuckoo 

- Colorado River cutthroat 
trout 

Candidate for federal 
protection 
Candidate for federal 
protection 
Candidate for federal 
protection 
Candidate for federal 
protection 

Candidate for federal 
protection 

Candidate for federal 
protection 

Page 3-47 

Table 3-13 Add the following after Peregrine falcon: 

- Species Status Occurrence 

Whooping crane E(F,S) Yampa River and 
tributaries (potential) 

- Bonytail chub E(F,S) Yampa River 
(potential) 

Page 3-47 

Table 3-13. Add the following after Bald eagle. 

Wooping Crane* E (F,S) Western Routt 
County. 

Page 3-52 

Second column, first partial paragraph. Add the following 
sentence at the end of the paragraph. See Table 3 for a 
summary of typical salt loads within the Yampa River. 

Second column, first complete paragraph, second sentence. 
Add the following text after the second sentence. Table 3 
lists a summary of measured values for sediment and salt 
loads within the Little Snake River and Vermilion Creek. 

Second column, third complete paragraph. Change text 
to read: The Water Quality Control Commission of the 
Colorado Department of Health has compiled a listing of 
standards for the Yampa and Green River drainage basins. 
These documents, titled “Classifications and Numberic 
Standards for the Colorado River Basin and “the Basic 
Standards and Methodologies,” define physical, biological, 
inorganic, and metal water quality requirements. 

Add Table 3 after page 3-52. 

Page 3-71 

First column, second paragraph, second sentence. Change 
the word “floatboating” to “general tourism.” 

Chapter 4 

Page 4-4 

Second column. Add the following text as second 
paragraph. 

The level of air quality impact analysis presented 
in this document for all alternatives is general. 
Specific impacts to the air resource will be 
analyzed when the nature, location, and detail of 
development plans are known and pollutant 
emissions are specified. 

Page 4-14 

First column, text under Issue 2-1: Livestock Grazing. 
Replace first two paragraphs with following text. 

Livestock management systems and associated 
range improvement projects would have a variety 
of impacts on the vegetation. Proper livestock 
grazing can benefit the health and vigor of grazed 
plants by preventing plants from becoming 
decadent, while also contributing to the natural 
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TEXT CHANGES 

TABLE 3 

STATISTICAL SUMMARY OF SELECTED WATER QUALITY 
PARAMETERS IN THREE LITTLE SNAKE RESOURCE AREA 

STREAMS 

Parameter 
Standard Miniillm MaXinIlUn 

n Mean Ik?Vh3tlOll Value Value 

(Yampa River (near Maybell, CO)’ 

Instantaneous discharge (c&) 144 
Dissolved sohds(tons/day) 719 

(Little Snake River (near Lily, CO)* 

Instantaneous discharge (ds) 144 
Dissolved solids (tons/day) 7 
Suspended solids (tons/day) 100 

Vermillion Creak (at Highway 3 18)’ 

Instantaneous discharge (cfs) 3 1 
Dissolved solids (tons/day) 31 
Suspended solids (tons/day 13 

1,823 2,947 32 13,600 
754 950 41 8,440 

1,098 1,908 47 13,400 
625 850 169 2,460 

9.747 18,556 13 90,800 

12.1 11.7 1.0 46.1 
36 37 2 139 

322 393 0.3 988 

Data is summarized from grab samples for water years 1976 to 1981 and is drawn from Mavra, 
1982 

Data is summarized from continuous samples for water years 1983 to 1984 and is drawn from 
Duncan et al., 1984 and Steinheimer et al., 1983. 

Data is summarized from grab samples for water years 1981 to 1986 and was collected by 
BLM personnel; dissolved solids are estimated from specific conductance data. 

reseeding of existing plants. Light to moderate trampling 
on some soils can enhance soil infiltration, by providing 
small ponding areas (in hoof depressions) or by breaking 
up a seal-forming surface crust. Trampling also may promote 
seed implantation into the surface soil and thereby increase 
the seed viability. 

On the other hand, excessive utilization of forage 
plants decreases vigor, seed production, and 
eventually leads to a decline of palatable forage 
plants and a increase in undesirable plantsHeavy 
or extreme trampling can compact the soil surface, 
restricting water infiltration and seeding 
establishment. 

Sagebrush manipulation projects that do not 
reseed with nonnative species would remove 
dominant sagebrush and thereby allow other 
native species to increase. Such treatments would 
raise the seral stage to High (Good) or Climax 
(Excellent), and proper use should help retain the 

range site in its raised seral stage. These techniques 
would improve livestock forage condition as well 
as raise the ecological seral stage. 

Reseeding projects would accomplish the same 
benefits to livestock forage; however, the 
nonnative species would lower the seral stage. 
Again, proper use would keep this forage site in 
its lower seral stage over the long term. 

First column, fourth complete paragraph, last sentence. 
Add the following text as last sentence: Although the net 
change in the status of federal acres may be small, the actual 
acres involved in these changes are significant. 

Second column, first complete paragraph, first sentence. 
Change “141,989 AUMs” to “14,989 AUMs.” 

Second column, first partial paragraph. Insert following 
text at the end of this paragraph. It should be emphasized 
that over the last 5 years, approximately 32 percent of the 
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area has been voluntarily nonused; 
decline is not presently occurring. 

Page 4-15 

therefore, the predicted 

First column. Add the following text under the heading 
Issue 2-2 Wildlife Habitat. 

As with livestock, big game can have both positive 
and negative impacts on the vegetation of the area. 
Light to moderate browsing and forging can 
stimulate forage production; however, large 
concentrations of animals can lead to overutil- 
ization of forage plants, resulting in unfavorable 
changes in plant communities. Because of their 
wild and.free roaming nature, wildlife use of an 
area is extremely difficult to regulate. This 
unregulated use makes the management of the 
forage even more critical when unusually large 
numbers of big game concentrate in areas where 
most of the available forage has been allocated 
to existing livestock operations. 

Many of these big game problems are also 
compounded by the variable nature of the 
locations. Although some areas receive wildlife 
pressure each year, other areas experience periodic 
problems, depending on the annual winter weather 
patterns. 

The development of wildlife habitat improvement 
projects could resolve many of the problems 
associated with localized big game concentrations. 

Page 4-21 

Second column, last paragraph. Add following text after 
the last paragraph. 

Aspen communities are also critical to the life 
cycles of many nongame birds and mammals, 
including goshawk, sharp-shinned hawk, moun- 
tain bluebird, MacGillivray’s warbler, yellow- 
bellied sapsucker, warbling vireo, beaver, and 
several species of shrews, voles, and mice. There 
is a potential for significant adverse impacts to 
populations of these species under this alternative. 

Significant impacts to wildlife species and habitat 
from regional human population increases could 
also result from energy and mineral development. 
Residential, commercial, and community devel- 
opment would affect wildlife through direct 
habitat losses. Outdoor activities, such as hunting, 

fishing, snowmobiling, and off-road driving, would 
place increased pressure on wildlife populations 
by affecting their ability to fully utilize available 
habitat. Harassment, poaching, and road kills 
would also be expected to increase significantly 
with expanding human population. The signiti- 
cance of these impacts on wildlife habitat from 
energy and mineral development would depend 
on several factors, including: (1) sensitivity of 
the species to disturbance; (2) seasonal or 
important uses of the area such as courtship 
activities, reproduction, migration, and wintering; 
(3) relative importance of the affected area to 
wildlife; (4) availability and condition of adjacent 
habitats, plus the potential for increase in 
competition for forage with other wildlife; (4) 
availability and condition of adjacent habitats, plus 
the potential for increase in competition for forage 
with other wildlife or livestock; and-(5) size and 
expected duration of the development. 

Page 4-24 

Second column, last paragraph, 
sentences. Delete those two sentences. 

Page 4-25. 

First column, second complete 

Third and fourth 

paragraph, second 
sentence. Change the word “direct” to “total.” 

Bottom of the first column and top of the second column. 
Delete this paragraph. 

Page 4-38 

First column, second complete paragraph. Delete entire 
paragraph. 

First column, first complete paragraph, third sentence. 
Delete the words “on a regional basis” and add the words 
“within the Yampa and Green rivers.” 

Second column, first partial paragraph. Add the following 
text after the last sentence. Disturbance to wells and springs 
could also adversely affect wetlands. Appropriate mitigative 
measure would be required to ensure that significant impacts 
to wetlands did not occur. 
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Page 4-39 

TABLE 4-18b 

DOLLARS GENERATED IN 1983 

Second column, first paragraph under Issue 2- 1: Livestock 
Grazing heading. Add the following text: “.... (3) the 
presence of livestock wastes, which increases bacteria in 
surface waters.” 

Page 4-40 

Second column, last paragraph before Issue 2-2: Wildlife 
Habitat heading. Add the following text: 

Under all the alternatives, cattle could raise 
bacteria levels in local surface waters. During 
runoff events, concentrations of bacteria’ from the 
fecal coliform group (Escherichia coli) commonly 
increase dramatically in surface waters (coliforms 
indicate the presence of fecal contamination that 
may contain pathogenic organisms such as 
salmonella, shigella, and enteric viruses). This 
occurs because cow feces provide a protective 
medium for coliform survival and release high 
amounts of coliforms during rainfalls. Surface 
water impacts for coliforms would be about the 
same under all the alternatives, with the exception 
of the Natural Environment Alternative, where 
impacts could be less because of the decrease in 
grazing preference. 

Page 4-71 

First column, fifth paragraph. Change text to read: The 
coal withdrawals and Classification and Multiple Use Act 
preclude only nondiscreationary actions under previous 
authorities. These actions are now discretionary and are 
subject to site-specific analyses. 

Add the following table and text after the last paragraph. 

The federal government would contribute monies 
to state and local governments to mitigate the 
effects of federal leasing and landownership. The 
Federal Lands Policy and Management Act 
(FLPMA), Section 317 (a), provides that 50 
percent of all monies received from sales, bonuses, 
royalties, and rental of public lands to be paid 
to the state where the leased lands or deposits 
are located. Monies are to be used as the legislature 
of the state may direct; priority is given to state 
subdivisions socially or economically impacted by 

Year 
county 

Generated 

Total 

(50%) 

State 
Share 
Share 

County 

1983 
Moffat 8,309,170 4,154,585 393,750 
1983 
Routt 11,500,000 5,500,000 393,750 

development of minerals leased under this act, as shown 
under the county in Table 4-18b. Colorado Senate Bill 35 
(1977) distributes the state’s share: 

Category Percentage 
Share 

Public School Fund 25 
Energy Impact Assistance Fund 15 
Colorado Water Conservation Board 10 
County involved 50-up to 

$800,000 

Any annual excess over $800,000 goes to the 
public school fund. Counties may also receive 
additional funds through project grants from the 
Energy Impact Assistance Fund or through other 
federal programs. Table 4-18b shows 1983 monies 
generated in the two counties as a result of federal 
leasing and the amount returned to state and local 
governments. Together, the two counties generated 
just under 20 million dollars in 1983, from rentals 
and royalties of public lands. 

The counties’ share of generated royalties and 
rentals is subject to 34-63 Colorado Revisal 
Statute, which places the 50 percent federal return 
subject to distribution approval of the state 
legislature. Severance taxes imposed by the states 
are also used for economic and social mitigation. 
In addition, towns and counties have authority 
to impose zoning and to negotiate tax prepayment 
and other arrangements with industries for these 
purposes. 

Any projection indicating future distribution of 
monies would be dependent on price and quanity 
and highly speculative at this point, especially since 
rapid price fluctuations abound in the extractive 
industries. 
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Page 4-72 

Table 4-18. The following changes have been made. It 
is now Table 4-18a. The first column should read 
“Production (tons)” and “Employment,” not “Production” 
and “Tons/Employment.” The figure “9,234” under the 
1985 heading should read “961.” 

Page 4-74 

Table 4-20. Source number 2 should be changed to: 1980 
survey for Colorado Division of Wildlife, John McKean. 

Appendices 

Appendix 1 

Page Al-2 

Second column, first partial sentence. Add the following 
text after the word accordingly. 

It is not known if these lands are actually minable 
by either surface or underground methods. All 
of the lands with any data indicating a potential 
for minable coal seams have been included in 
an effort to be better prepared to respond to any 
coal development or exploration that might occur 
in the future. 

Appendix 2 

Page A2-11 

First column, second paragraph. Add the following 
sentence to the end of the paragraph: 

(Note: Consultation, as used here, does not refer 
to consultation that may be required under Section 
7 of the Endangered Species Act.) 

Page A2-12 

First Column. Consultation Section. First sentence, add 
the word “Informal” at the beginning of the sentence. 

Last sentence, add the following sentence before the 
material in parenthesis: The consultation carried out under 
this criterion is not the formal consultation required under 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. 

Page A2-17 

First column, second full paragraph, add the following 
text. 

The aquatic habitat is very limited within the coal 
planning area. The CDOW did not indicate any 
critical aquatic habitat warranting unsuitability. 
Any adverse impacts will be mitigated by requiring 
appropriate stipulations. 

Page A2-22 

First column, first paragraph under the heading Analysis. 
The paragraph should be changed to read: 

The state of Colorado has not identified any water courses 
in the coal planning area as National Resource Waters in 
completed water quality management plans. The quantity 
of data available is inadequate. The quality of listing data 
is fair. Further analysis should be done at the coal activity 
planning stage to identify any water courses that may be 
identified in the future. 

First sentence under the heading Results should read: No 
water courses are unsuitable since no National Resource 
Waters have been identified by the state of Colorado. 

Add the following text after the section titled Results 
and before the heading Criterion 19 - Alluvial Valley 
Floors. 

Consultation 

Informal consultation was carried out with the 
Colorado Department of Natural Resources and 
Colorado Department of Health. Both agencies 
indicated they were not identifying National 
Resource Waters; however, the Department of 
Health has classified some waters as High Quality 
Waters, Class I and II. The High Quality Waters, 
Class I, are all outside the federal coal planning 
area; therefore, even if they may meet the criteria 
for National Resource Waters, they would not 
be included in the unsuitability analysis. 

Second column, last paragraph. Add the following 
paragraph. 

Analysis of federal lands outside any alluvial valley 
floors or potential alluvial valley floors, where 
mining would materially damage the quantity or 
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quality of water in surface or underground water 
systems that supply alluvial valley floors, will be 
deferred with development of specific mine plans 
or as more data becomes available. 
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Chapter 1 

Page l-l 

Second column, second paragraph, second sentence. 
Change the word “development” to “leasing.” 

First column, second paragraph, second to last sentence. 
Change “... depicted on the alternative maps.” to “... depicted 
on any alternative map.” 

Page 1-4 

First column, third paragraph, second to last sentence. 
Change “... contained in the appendices.” to “... contained 
in Chapter 2.” 

Page 1-7 

Second column, number 9. This should be part of number 
8, and number 10 should be number 9. 

Chapter 2 

Page 2-3 

Second column, fourth complete paragraph, first sentence. 
Change “... Surface Mining Coal Reclamation Act....” to 
. . . Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977....” 

Page 2-5 

First column, third complete paragraph, first sentence. 
Change the word “until” to “unless.” 

First column, fourth complete paragraph, first sentence. 
Change the word “until” to “unless.” 

Page 2-6 

First column, second paragraph under Oil and Gas 
heading. Add “under the Preferred Alternative.” to the end 
of the last seutence. 

Page 2-7 

Second column, eighth paragraph (Wild Horses). This 
heading should be the same level as Wildlife Habitat heading 
in column one. 

Page 2-8 

Second column, third paragraph, last sentence. Change 
sentence to read, “If water sources were fenced out as part 
of a watershed improvement project, water sources would 
be developed for livestock.” 

Page 2-9 

First column, second paragraph under “Fragile Soil and 
Watershed Areas” heading, last sentence. Change 
“Watershed Values” to “Water Resources.” 

Page 2-13 

First column, first paragraph under “Other Mineral 
Development (Issue l-3)” heading, last sentence. Change 
43 CFR 3800 to 43 CFR 3809. 

Page 2-16 
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First column, first paragraph, list number 3. Change text 
to read: Attempts will be made to regenerate nonstocked 
or poorly stocked stands within either 5 or 15 years after 
harvest, depending on the timber production capability 
classification of the site. 

Page 2-24 

Map 2-3. Area 11 on page 2-24 should read area 17. 

Page 2-27 

Table 2-4, column titled Percentage of Federal Oil/Gas 
Acreage. The second figure “1” should be subtotal figure. 
Add last line to table: 

Standard stipulations 1,148,890 Remaining federal oil/gas 
acreage. 

Page 2-31 

First column, list number 1 under Coal (Issue 1 - 1) heading, 
second sentence. Change “5.5 billion” to “4.2 billion” and 
“2.7 million” to “1.3 billion.” 

Page 2-38 

First column, list number 1 under Coal (Issue l-l) heading, 
second sentence. Change “5.5 billion” to “4.1 billion” and 
“3.4 million” to “1.4 billion.” 

Page 2-39 

Table 2-13, fourth column, 13th line. Drop the word 
“canyon” after Diamond Breaks. 

Page 2-42 

First column, second paragraph, third sentence. Drop the 
words “or reissued.” 

Second column, list number 2 under Major Rights-of- 
Way heading, fourth line. Change “64,97 1” to “6 1,97 1.” 

Page 2-44 

First column, second paragraph, first sentence. Change 
“pages 5-6” to page “Al-2.” 

Second column, paragraph under Coal (Issue l-l) 
heading. First sentence, change “3.3 billion” to “5.2 billion.” 
Second sentence, change “3.1 billion” to “4.0 billion” and 
“2 million” to “972 million.” 

Page 2-48 

Second column, number 1 under Natural History (Issue 
3-2). Change the word “designed” to “designated.” 

Page 2-53 

Second column, paragraph under Coal (Issue l-l) 
heading. First sentence, change “3.1 billion” to “4.9 billion.” 
Second sentence, change “2.9 billion” to “3.6 billion” and 
change “2 million” to “1.1 billion.” 

Page 2-54 

Table 2-23, change last line to: 

Stipulations 1,001 ,l 11 53 Remaining federal oil and gas 
acreage 

Add the following text between Subtotal and 
Standard Stipulations. 

No 
New 
Leasing 14,108 1 Cross Mountain 

WSA, including 
Cross Mountain 
Canyon ACEC 
(proposed for 
wilderness 
designation) 

35,380 Diamond 
Breaks, WSA 
(proposed for 
wilderness 
designation) 

17,682 West Cold 
Spring WSA 
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1,320 

4,354 

5,160 

5,490 

7,420 

(proposed for 
wilderness 
designation) 
Ant Hills WSA 
(proposed for 
wilderness 
designation) 
Chew Winter 
Camp WSA 
(proposed for 
wilderness 
designation) 
Peterson Draw 
WSA (proposed 
for wilderness 
designation) 
Tepee Draw 
WSA (proposed 
for wilderness 
designation) 
Vale of Tears 
WSA (proposed 
for wilderness 
designation) 

Subtotal 90.887 5 

Page 2-55 

Second column, number 3 under Soils and Water 
Resources (Issues 2-5 and 2-6). First word should be 
“Nonstructural” not “Monstructural.” 

Table 2-29, column titled Estimated Acreage, 10th line. 
Figure 880 should not be across from Canyon SRMA. 
Column titled Area, 17th line. Add Cedar Mountain SRMA. 
Add footnote number 4 

4 If performance standards could not be met, 
then surface occupancy would not be allowed. 
Additional areas within the resource area may 
have restrictive stipulations imposed on a case- 
by-case basis to protect fragile soils and water 
resource values; see Soils/Water Resources 
(Issues 2-512-6) for further discussion. 

The footnote listed as number 4 should be number 5. 

Page 2-64 

First column, list number 1 under Wildlife Habitat (Issue 
2-2), first sentence. Change “18,400 elk” to “5,700 elk” 
and “7,500 pronghorn” to “5,600 pronghorn.” 

Page 2-65 

Second column, eighth paragraph, last line. Add 
“consistent with lease rights granted,” after the word leases. 

First column, eighth paragraph. Add “35,800 acres, which 
is” after the word “approximately.” 

Page 2-66 

Page 2-56 
First column, number 3, last sentence. Change “... areas 

and an alternate water . ...” to “... areas, although a water . ...” 

First column, number 3 under Forest Lands and 
Woodlands (Issues 2-7 and 2-8), second sentence. Should 
read, t‘... under limited management to maintain and . ...” 

Page 2-62 

Page 2-68 

First column, number 2, Limestone Ridge RNA, line 4. 
Add the word “leases” after the word “new.” 

Second column, list number 1 under Coal (Issue l-l) 
heading. Change “5.4 billion” to “4.2 billion” and “4 million” 
to “1.3 billion.” 

Page 2-65 

Page 2-71 

Table 2-34, column titled Purpose and Restrictions of 
Usage, last line. Should read, “wildlife, recreation, public 
safety; closed to vehicle use” 

Delete last line of footnote. 
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Page 2-72 

First column, 1 lth line. Figure should be 38,840 acres, 
not 35,840 acres. 

Chapter 3. 

Page 3-7 

Figure 3-2. Page has been replaced, see Text Changes. 

Page 3-17 

Table 3-4. Heading titled “Metals” should read “Base/ 
Precious Metals.” Heading titled “Base/Precious Other” 
should read “Other.” 

Page 3-21 

First column, fourth paragraph, second and third 
sentences. Should read. 

Several major structural features have significant 
influence on the localization of oil and gas within 
the resource area. Most. important are the west/ 
northwest-east/southeast trending Uinta Moun- 
tain Uplift; its Likely extension, the northwest- 
southeast trending Axial Basin Uplift-Anticline; 
and the Sand Wash Basin. Stratigraphically, there 
are possible oil and gas reservoirs within rock 
units from Devonian through Tertiary age in 
various rock types. 

Page 3-40 

Second column, first paragraph under Threatened, 
Endangered, Candidate, and Colorado BLM Sensitive Plant 
Species, second sentence. Change “two species” to “three 
species” and add Cirsium ownbeys (Ownbey’s thistle). 

Page 3-44 

First column, first paragraph, last sentence. Delete “which 
is located in a canyon that is inaccesible to livestock” from 
this sentence. 

Second column, forth complete paragraph, first sentence. 
Change “30 percent” to “31 percent.” 

Page 3-56 

Table 3-16, column titled “Size (acres),” fourth line, 
change 30,840 to 31,480. Sixth line, change 34,740 to 
35,380. Last line, change 90,247 to 90,887. 

Page 3-62 

Map 3-7. Number 13 should read, Little Yampa Canyon 
ONA, not Little Juniper Canyon ONA. 

Page 3-76 

Table 3-25, column titled Formation, “Chinarump” 
should be “Shinarump.” 

Chapter 4 

Page 4-5 

Second column, first full paragraph, first line. Should read, 
“The Current Management Alternative is not favorable for 
future coal development.” 

Second full paragraph. Delete the words “...exploration 
and....” 

Third full paragraph, first sentence. Delete the words 
“...exploration and . ...” 

Page 4-6 

Table 4-1, column titled “Preferred,” ninth line. Figure 
should read 2,280, not 2.280. Sixteenth line, figure should 
read 173,069, not 178,469. Seventeenth line, figure should 
read 69,167, not 63,767. 
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Table 4-l. Change the figures in the “Total Coal Tonnage 
Available” line to the following: 2,793,000,000 
5,574,000,000 5,564,000,000 5,008,000,000 4,674,000,000 
5,574,000,000. 

Page 4-8 

Table 4-2, column titled “Total Acres.” Last line should 
read 87,550, not 97,550. 

Page 4-21 

Second column, second paragraph under Wildlife Habitat, 
first sentence. Change the word “gig” to “big.” 

Page 4-25 

First column, second full paragraph, second sentence. 
Change the word “direct” to “total.” 

Page 4-38 

First column, first partial paragraph, first complete 
sentence. Change the worked “Milk” to “Middle” and add 
“....and several tributaries within the Milk Creek Basin” after 
the word “creeks.” 

Page 4-71 

Second column, first full paragraph, chage 43 CFR 3804 
to 43 CFR 3809. 

Second column, first full paragraph,.second sentence. After 
the word “minor” add “(approximately 12, 500).” 

Page 4-84 

Second column, first sentence. Change the word “would” 
to “could.” 

First column, first paragraph under Recreation heading, 
first sentence. Delete the words “....would be desirable.” 

First column, last paragraph, second sentence. Change 
the word “would” to “could.” 

Appendices 

Appendix 2 

PageA2-2 

Table A2-1. Change the figures in the “Total Coal 
Tonnage Available” line to the following: 

2,793,000,0005,574,000,0005,564,000,000,5,008,000,000 
4,674,000,000 5,574,000,000 

Page A2-24 

Table A2-7. Second column titled “Locations.” Under 
line T.5 N., R. 92 W., 6th P.M., add “Sec. 10, 11, 12”. 
Second column titled “Contour Line (ft), “ line 17. Add 
6160 (following 6120). 

Apppendix 6 

Table A6-2 

First page, column titled Allotment Number, first line, 
change “460’2” to “4202.” Column titled Allotment Name, 
second line, change “Poweder” to “Powder.” Fifth line, 
change “Sanke” to Snake.” 

Second page, column titled Allotment Name, third line, 
change “Sand” to “South.” Twelfth line, change “Waipiti” 
to “Wapiti.” Fourteenth line, change “Sandhill” to 
“Sandhills.” 

Third page, column titled Allotment Name, 18th line, 
change “File” to “Five.” 

Fourth page, column titled Allotment Name; 14th line, 
change “Doffy” to “Duffy.” 

Sixth page, column titled Allotment Name, seventh line, 
change “Board” to “Bord.” Eighteenth line, change “Tu- 
61” to LU-61.” Twenty-first, line, change “Guclh” to 
“Gulch.” Twentieth line, move “200” from column titled 
Climax to column titled Total Federal Acres.” 

Page 4-86 
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Seventh page, column title Allotment Name, first line, 
change “Morapose Ck.” to “Morapos Creek.” Sixteenth line, 
change “Marapos” to Morapos.” Appendix 9 

Appendix 8 
Table A9-1. Has been redone 

Page A8-8 

Table A8-1 has been retyped. 

Appendix 11 

Table A8-2, page A8-15. Last line; all entries should be 
moved over one column to the right. 

Table Al l-4. Delete the column titled Chemical Reseed. 
All figures in this column should be in the column titled 
Chemical. Last line of table, total figure under column titled 
Chemical should be changed from “6,598” to “10,854.” 

0 

V-6 



TABLE A8-1 (cont'd) 

SECTICIG 15 LEA:ES 

(Acres) 

FORAGE CCNCITICN 

Allot- 
ment 

Number Allotment Name 

Nanage- Total 
Grazing 

(AM!) Grazing Preference 
ment Federal Satis- Unsatis- Undeter- Season of Use Prefer- 

Category 
by Livestock Class 

Acres Factory factory mined From To Cattle .Sheep Horse ence 

4151 
41S2 
4193 
4154 
41s5 

4196 
4197 
4198 
4199 
4650 

4651 
4652 
4653 
4654 

C 

: 

c" 

C 
C 
C 
C 
C 

C 
C 
C 
C 

199 
754 

1,010 
353 
280 

120 12C 05/Cl C5/31 17 17 
261 261 05/01 OS/30 41 41 
671 671 C5/Cl 05/S@ 50 SC 
265 265 05/01 09/3c 35 35 

1,011 1,011 06/Gl 10/15 60 60 

159 
445 

19 
533 

159 
445 

19 
533 

04/Cl 
05/u 
05/01 
05/01 

11/15 
05/x! 
5/31 
10/31 

29 
74 

4 
40 

29 
74 

4 
40 

199 

1,::: 
355 
280 

C&/Cl 09/30 
05/Gl lC/lS 
06/15 10/31 
05/u lo/C7 
05/Cl 09/30 

66 66 
168 168 
269 289 

;: z: 

TOTAL = Section 15 126,574 9,186 5,317 114,071 12,598 14,069 589 27,256 

SUI&ARY (both Sections 3 and 15) 1,256,540 381,064 463,177 412,259 77,837 86,083 2,975 166,695 



TABLE A9-1 

RANGE MANGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES AND ACTION 

Allotment # Resource Conflicts/Problems Management Opportunities 

4202 

4203 

4204 

4205 
4206 

4207 

4209 

4210 

4212 

4213 

4214 

4215 

4216 

4217 

4218 

4219 

4220 

4222 

4223 

4224 

4225 

4226 

4300 

4301 

4302 

4303 

4304 

4305 

4306 

4307 

4308 

4320 

4322 

4324 

4325 

4326 

4327 

4335 

4337 

4338 

4340 

4400 

4402 

4403 

4404 

4407 

4410 
4411 

1,3a,5, 11,7 

1,4, 11,7 

1,2,5,11,4,7 

3a 

1,3a,4,5,6,8h,9,11,7 

1,5,9,6, 11 

4, 6, I 1 

3a, 5, 11 

5 

1,4,5,7,11 

1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 11 

1,4,7,11 

1,4,5,7, 11 

1,4,7,8a,9,11,3a,5 

1,4,5,8h 11,7 
1, 4, 5, 7, 8a, 11 

5 

1,4,5,6, 11 

1,4,7, 11,5, 10 

1,3a, 5 

1,4, 11,7 

1,4,5 
1, 4, 3b, 3d, 7, 11 

1, 3d, 7 
1, 3b, 3d, 8c, Rd, 7 
Sf, 8g, 9, 11, 5 

1, 3b, 9, 5, 7, 11 

1 

135 
1 

1, 2, 3a, 4, 5, 8h, 7 

1, 2,4, 8h, 5,7 

3b, 7 

195 

4,537 
1,4,5, 11 

3b, 3c, 4, 5, 8e, 7, 11 

1 

I, 4, 5, 3b, 3j 

2, 4, 5, Sf, 3b 

1, 5 

1, 4, 5, 8i, 7 

1,4,5,6 

4,597 

1,4,9,5,7 

1,475 
4 
1 

1,3,5,11,4,7 

1,4,11,7 

1,2,5, ll,4,7 

3 

1, 3,4, 5,6, 8,9, 11,7 

1,5,9, 11,6 

4,6, 11 

1, 5, 3, 11 

5 

1,4,5,7, 11 

1, 2,4, 5, 7, 11 

1,4,7,11 

1, 4, 5, 7, 11 

1,4,7,8,9,11,3,5 

1,4, 5, 8, 11 

1,4, 5, 7, 8a, 11 

5 

1,4,5,6, 11 

1, 4, 7, 11, 5, 10a 

1,3,5,4 
1,4, 11,7 

1,435 
1,4,3, 7, 11 

4 3,477 
1,3, 5, 8, 9, 11,4, 7 

1, 3,9,4,5,7, 11 

194 

45 
1 

1, 2, 3,4, 5, 8,7 
1, 2,4, 5, 8, 7 

3,497 

1, 5 

4,537 
1,4,5,11 

3,4, 5, 8, 7, 11 

194 

1, 4,593 

2,4,5,8,3 

I,5 
4 

1,4,5,8,7 

1,4,5,6 

4,537 
1,4,5,9,7 

1,495 
4 

1 



TABLE A9-1 Continued 
Range Mangement Opportunities and Action 

Allotment # Resource Conflicts/Problems Management Opportunities 

4413 

4414 

4415 

4416 

4419 

4421 

4422 

4430 

443 1 
4432 

4435 

4436 

4438 

4440 

4500 

4501 

4506 

4507 

4508 

4509 

4510 

4511 

4512 

4514 

4515 

4516 

4517 

4518 

4519 

4520 

4521 

4522 

4523 

4528 

4535 

4538 

4546 

4548 

4549 

4550 

4551 

4600 

4602 

4603 
4606 

4609 

4611 

4615 
4617 

1,495 

4 5 

579 
1 
2 

135 

2, 5 

1, 2, 5, 3h, 4, 5, 7, 1 I 
1, 3a, 3f, 5, 8k, 11 

135 

I,5 

4, 5 
2 

5 

5 

1, 3g, 8m 
5 

1,z 38 
1 
1, 5, 3i 
1, 5, 81 
5 

1,5,3i 

4, 5 

1,4, 5,7, 11 
1, 5, 9, 3a 
This common allotment needs 
to be divided into several 
individual allotments. 
1, 5, 3a, 7, I 1 
1, 5, 3a, 7, 11 
1,5,7, 10, 11 
195 

175 

4, 5 

195 
5 

4, 5 
1 
1 
5 

175 
1, 3f, 5, 8k, 3e 
5 

5 

1 
I, 12,5 
1 

1,4,5 

135 
4 

5, 974 
1 

2 

4 5 

2, 5 
1,2,5,11,3,4,7 

1,3,5,8, 11 

195 
4 5 

4, 5 
2 

5 

5 

1,378 
5 

1,293 
1 

1,593 

1,5,8 
5 

I,%3 
4 

4, 5 
4 

1,4, 5, 7, 11 
1, 5, 9, 3a 
Create 2 allotments 
out of this large 
common allotment. 
1, 5, 3, 7, 11 
1,5,3,4,7,11 

1, 5, 7, lob, 11 
45 
1,594 
4, 5 

4 5 

1,5 
4 

4, 5 
1 

134 
5 

135 

193, 5, 8 
5 

5 

1 
135 
1 
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APPEkDIX 26 

I. Juniper Reclamation Project* 

The following described public lands were withdrawn under Secretarial 
Orders dated March 25, 1905; July 1515; 
1917; 

21, 1915; August 27, and Flay 16, 
and under Public Land Crders 

19651, 
3735 (July 6, 1965), 37361 (July 6, 

and 3505 (August 30, 1965): 

T. 5 N., R. 91 W 
Sec. 6: Lots 13 and 14; 

T. 6 N., R. 91 W. 
Sec. 18: Lot 19; 
Sec. 29: Lot 3; 
Sec. 30: Lots 5, 6, and 8; 
Sec. 31: Lots 9; 

T. 5 N., R. 92 W. 
sec. 1: 

Sec. 2: 
Sec. 3: 
Sec. 4: 

Sec. 5: 
Sec. 6: 
Sec. 7: 

Sec. 8: 

Sec. 9: 
Sec. 10: 
Sec. 11: 

Sec. 12: 
Sec. 17: 
Sec. 18: 
Sec. 19: 
Sec. 20: 

Lots 5, 7, 8, and that part of lot 10 lying in what 
would normally be the SE1/4 NE1/4, SW1/4 NW1/4, SE1/4 
NW1/4, SW1/4, NW1/4 SE1/4, SW1/4 SE1/4; 
Lots 8 and 13; 
Lots 13, 15, 17, SE1/4 SE1/4; 
Lots 5 and 9, SE1/4 NE1/4, NE1/4 SE1/4, SW1/4 SE1/4, 
s1/2 sw1/4; 
Lots 11 and 13, S1/2 SE1/4; 
Lots 1C thru 14 inclusive and lot 19; 
Lots 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, and lots 12 thru 14 inclusive, 
NE1/4 NW1/4; SE1/4 SW1/4; W1/2 NE1/4; 
Lots 1 and 2, N1/2 N1/2, SE1/4 NW1/4, SE1/4 NE1/4, 
SW1/4 NE1/4, SE1/4 SW1/4, SW1/4 SW1/4; NE1/4 SW1/4, 
N1/2 SEl/4; 
Lots 2 and 3, IvW1/4, N1/2 S1/2; 
Lots 1 and 3, NE1/4, SE1/4 NW1/4; 
Lots 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, SW1/4 NW1/4, NE1/4 SW1/4, N1/2 
SE1/4; 
NW1/4, W1/2 NE1/4, N1/2 SW1/4, NW1/4 SE1/4; 
NW1/4 NW1/4, SW1/4 NW1/4, W1/2 SW1/4; 
NW1/4 NE1/4, NE1/4 NW1/4, El/2 E1/2, SW1/4 NE1/4; 
Lots 9 thru 11, inclusive, SE1/4 SE1/4; 
w1/2 w1/2; 

T. 6 N., R. 92 W. 
Sec. 25: Lot 1; 
Sec. 29: S1/2 NW1/4, NW1/4 SW1/4, SE1/4 SW1/4; 
Sec. 31: Lots 7 and 5, S1/2 NE1/4, El/2 SW1/4, SE1/4; 
Sec. 33: NE1/4 SE1/4; 
Sec. 34: Lot 1; 
Sec. 35: Lot 1, El/2 NW1/4; 
Sec. 36 Lots 5 and 7, SE1/4 SW1/4; 



T. 5 N., R. 93 W. 
sec. 1: 

Sec. 2: 

Sec. 3: 
sec. 4: 
Sec. 5: 
Sec. 6: 

Sec. 7: 
Sec. 8: 
Sec. 9: 
Sec. 10: 
Sec. 11: 
Sec. 12: 
Sec. 15 
Sec:l7: 
Sec. 18: 
Sec. 21: 

T. 6 N., R. 93 W. 
Sec. 11: 
Sec. 14: 
Sec. 15: 

Sec. 19: 
Sec. 20: 
Sec. 21: 
Sec. 22: 
Sec. 24: 
Sec. 25: 
Sec. 26: 
Sec. 27: 
Sec. 28: 

Sec. 29: 

Sec. 30: 

Sec. 31: 
Sec. 32: 

Sec. 33: 
Sec. 34: 

Sec. 35: 

Sec. 36: 

Lots 5 thru 8, inclusive, S1/2 N1/2, Nl/2 Sl/2, SW114 
SWl/4, SE1/4 SE1/4, SE1/4 M/4, SW)/4 SElI4; 
Lets 7, 9, Sl/2 NW1/4, SE1/4 SW1/4, M/2 SWl/4, SE1143 
sw1/4 sw1/4; 
Lots 6, 7, and 8; 
Lots 5, 6, S1/2 NE1/4, NW1/4 M/4, Sl/2 SWl/4; 
Lots 5 thru 8 inclusive, Sl/2 Nl/2, Sl/2; 
Lots 8 thru 14 inclusive, S1/2 NE1/4, SE1/4 NWl/4, El/2 
M/4, X1/4; 
Lots 5 thru 8 inclusive, El/Z, El/2 Wl/2; 
NJ/Z, NE1/4 SEl/4, S1/2 SE1/4, NW1/4 SElI4; 
w1/2 NE1/4, biWl/4, Sl/Z, X1/4 NE1/4; 
w1/2 sw1/4; 
N1/2 Nl/Z; 
El/2 NE1/4, NW1/4 hE1/4, M/2 NW1/4; 
w1/2 Wl/Z, El/2 M/4; 
N1/2 NE1/4, S1/2 NW1/4, S1/2; 
Lots 5, 6, NE1/4 NW1/4, El/Z, SE1/4 NW1/4, NE114 SWl/4; 
Lots 3, 8, 9, Ml/2 NW1/4; 

sw1/4, SW1/4 SE1/4, M/2 X1/4; 
NW1/4 NW1/4; 
Ml/4 NE1/4, S1/2 Nl/Z, F!W1/4 KW1/4, NE114 SWl/4, Sl/2 
SWl/4, SE1/4, NW1/4 FjE1/4, NE1/4 M/4, NWl/4 SWl/4; 
Lot 6, SE1/4 X1/4; 
s1/2 SE1/4, SE1/4 SW1/4, NT/2 X1/4; 
NEl/4 NE1/4, S1/2 NE1/4, S1/2, NW1/4 NElI4; 
N1/2 NW1/4, SW1/4 NW1/4; 
sw1/4, NW1/4 SE1/4, M/4 SEl/4; 
NWl/4, NW1/4 SW1/4; 
El/2 NE1/4, S1/2 SW1/4, X1/4; 
s1/2 Sl/Z; 
Lots 1, 3, N1/2 Nl/Z, SW1/4 NE1/4, S1/2 SW1/4, Wl/2 
SE1/4, SE1/4 NE1/4, SE1/4 SEl/4; 
Lots 1, 2, and 4 thru 7, inclusive, N1/2 NEl/4, NWl/4, 
N1/2 SW1/4, SW1/4 SWl/4; 
Lots 5, 6, 7, 10, 13, 14, NE1/4 M/4, Sl/2 NEl/4, 
SE1/4 KW1/4, M/2 SE1/4, NM/4 NE1/4; 
Lots 8, 9, 11, 14, 17; 
Lots 1 thru 4, inclusive, and 6 thru 9, inclusive, 
NE1/4 NE1/4, SE1/4 SW1/4, S1/2 X1/4; 
All 
NE1/4, tiE1/4 NW1/4, S1/2 NW1/4, M/4, NW114 SElI4, 
Nw1/4 NW1/4, NE1/4 SE1/4, M/4 X1/4; 
NWl/4 NE1/4, X1/4 NE1/4, W1/2 NW1/4, M/2 SW1/4, SE114 
sw1/4, NE1/4 SE1/4, S1/2 X1/4, NH/4 NEl/4; 
NE1/4 SE1/4, S1/2 SE1/4; 



T. 5 N,. R. 94 W. 
Sec. 1 
Sec. 2 
Sec. 3: 

Sec. 4: 
Sec. 9: 
Sec. 10: 
Sec. 11 
Sec. 12: 
Sec. 13: 
Sec. 24: 

T. 6 N., R. 94 W. 
Sec. 3: 
Sec. 7: 
Sec. 8: 

Sec. 9: 
Sec. 10: 

Sec. 11: 

Sec. 13: 

Sec. 14: 

Sec. 15: 

Sec. 16: 
Sec. 17: 
Sec. 18: 
Sec. 19: 

Sec. 20: 
Sec. 21: 

Sec. 22: 
Sec. 23: 
Sec. 24: 

Sec. 25: 
Sec. 26: 
Sec. 27: 
Sec. 28: 

Sec. 29: 
Sec. 30: 
Sec. 33: 
sec. 34: 
Sec. 35: 

Sec. 36: 

Lets 5 thru 8, inclusive, S1/2 Nl/Z, S1/2; 
lots 5 thru 8, inclusive, S1/2 M/2, S1/2; 
Lots 5, 6, 7, 8, S1/2 NE1/4, N1/2 SEl/S, X1/4 SE1/4, 
S1/2 NW1/4, M/4, SW1/4 SE1/4; 
Lots 5, 6, 7, 8, S1/2 Nl/Z, SE1/4; 
N1/2 NW1/4; 
W1/2 hE1/4, NW1/4, S1/2, El/2 NE1/4; 
Nl/Z, Sl/Z; 
Wl/Z, NM/4 SE1/4, NE1/4, NE1/4 SE1/4, S1/2 SE1/4; 
NE1/4, NW1/4, El/2 SW1/4, N1/2 SE1/4, SE1/4 X1/4; 
NE1/4 NE1/4; 

s1/2 sw1/4; 
Lots 7, 8, SE1/4 EjE1/4, El/2 SW1/4, SEl/4; 
Lots 1, 3, S1/2 NE1/4, NW1/4, W1/2 SW1/4, NE1/4 SW1/4, 
N1/2 SE1/4; 
Lots 1, 4, El/2 NE1/4, N1/2 S1/2, M/2. NE1/4, NWl/4; 
Lot 1, NW1/4 NEl/4, S1/2 M/4, NWl/4, N1/2 SWl/4, 
SE1/4 SW1/4, SE1/4, NH/4 NE1/4; 
sw1/4 NW1/4, sw1/4, W1/2 SE1/4, 51/Z NE1/4, Nl/2 NWl/4, 
SE1/4 NW1/4, El/2 SE1/4; 
b/1/2 NE1/4, NE1/4 NW1/4, S1/2 NW1/4, SW1/4, NW114 
NW1/4, Wl/2 SE1/4; 
Lot 1, NW1/4 NE1/4, S1/2 H/4, NW1/4, N1/2 SWl/4, 
SE1/4 SW1/4, SE1/4, Ml/4 NEl/4; 
Lots 1, 3, 4, 6 KE1/4, El/2 Nk1/4, KE1/4 SWl/4, hl/2 
SE1/4; 
Lot 6; 
Lots 3, 4, 5, 8; 
Lots 5, 6, 7, 8, NE1/4, El/2 NW1/4, El/2 SW1/4, SElI4; 
Lots 5, 6, N1/2 tdE1/4, SE1/4 NE1/4, NE1/4 NWl/4, El/s 
SE1/4; 
Lots 2 thru 4, inclusive, NM/4 NE1/4, S1/2 M/2, SWl/4; 
Lots 2, 4, 5, 7, al/4 NE1/4, S1/2 NW1/4, NH/4 SWl/4, 
NW1/4 SE1/4, S1/2 SW1/4, SW1/4 SEl/4; 
Lot 8; 
Lots 1, 6, E!E1/4, N1/2 SEl/4; 
Lots 1, 3 SW-I/~ NE1/4, NW1/4, N1/2 SW1/4, NW114 SEl/4, 
N1/2 NE1/4, SE1/4 NE1/4, NE114 SEl/4; 
Lots 1, 10: 
Lot 9; Lot 9; 
Lots Lots 2, 2, 3, 3, 5, 5, 7, 7, 8, 8, NE1/4 NE1/4 NW1/4, NW1/4, S1/2 S1/2 NW1/4, NW1/4, SWl/4; SWl/4; 
Lot 2, NW1/4 NE1/4, SE1/4 NE1/4, N1/2 SE1/4, X1/4 Lot 2, NW1/4 NE1/4, SE1/4 NE1/4, N1/2 SE1/4, X1/4 
SE1/4, SW1/4 NE1/4, SW1/4 X1/4; SE1/4, SW1/4 NE1/4, SW1/4 X1/4; 
NW1/4; 
Lot IO, El/2 NE1/4, SW1/4 NEl/4, NW114 SEl/4; 
El/2 El/Z, SW1/4 'SE1/4, W1/2 NE1/4, SWl/4, NWl/4 SEl/4; 
Lot 2, NW1/4 NE1/4, S1/2 M/4, NW1/4, Sl/2; 
Lot 1, N1/2 NE1/4, SE1/4 NE1/4, NE1/4 kWl/4, Sl/2 
NW1/4, SW1/4, SW1/4 SE1/4; 
Lots 2 thru 6 inclusive; 



T. 6 N., R. 95 W. 
Sec. 12: SE1/4 SW1/4, NE1/4 SE1/4, S1/2 SE1/4; 
Sec. 13: NE1/4, El/2 NW1/4; 

T. 6 N., R. 97 W. 
Sec. 7: Lots 5, 6, 7, 8, 12, 14, 21, 22, 32, 34 
Sec. a: All 
Sec. 17: All 
Sec. ia: Lots 5, 6, 7, a, 9, 11, S1/2 NE1/4, SE1/4 NW1/4,, El/2 

SW1/4, SE1/4; 

The above described public lands contain 36,195.27 acres. Approximately 
33,900 acres, those withdrawn under PLC 3735, and PLO 3736, were left open 
to all forms of use and disposal (except under the mining laws), subject 
to the condition that such use or disposition would not be inconsistent 
with the reclamation laws, and the purposes for which the lands were 
withdrawn. All lands more than 300 feet away from the proposed high 
waterline were opened to the mining laws on Au.gust 11, 1965, under the 
same condition. The remaining lands were segregated against disposals 
under now repealed public land laws in order to prevent non-discretionary 
encumberances which could adversely affect development of a reclamation 
project. The Eureau of Reclamation has found that the subject lands are 
no longer needed for reclamation purposes, and has applied for revocation 
of the above noted withdrawals. 

II. Savery-Pot Hook Reclamation Project* 

The following described public lands were withdrawn under Public Land 
Order 2632 (March 13, 1962): 

Sixth Principal Meridian, Colorado 

T. 11 N., R. 89 W. 
Set: 4: Lots 6 and 7; 

T. 12 N., R. 89 W. 
Sec. 17: 
Sec. 18: 
Sec. 19 
Sec. 20: 
Sec. 21 
Sec. 22: 
Sec. 28: 
Sec. 29: 
Sec. 30: 
Sec. 32: 
Sec. 33: 

sw1/4 sw1/4; 
SE1/4 SE1/4; 
Lot 5; 
Lost 1 to 4 inclusive, 6 to 10 inclusive, 13 and 14; 
Lots 1 to 3 inclusive, 6 and 7; 
Lot 4; 
Lots 4, 6, and 8; 
Lots 1, 2, and 5 to 9 inclusive; 
Lots 13 and 20; 
Lots 1 to 3 inclusive; 
Lots 2, 4, 7, 13, and 16; 

T. 12 N., R. 90 W. 
Sec. 16: KE1/4 SE1/4 and S1/2 Y/2; 



T. 11 N., R. 91 W. 
Sec. 1: Lots 7 to 10 inclusive, 16 and 17; 
Sec. 2: Lots 13 to 16 inclusive, and 18 to 20 inclusive; 
Sec. 3: Lot 20; 
Sec. 4: Lots 5, 6, 9, 16, 11, 15, and 16; 
Sec. 5: Lots 5 to 28 inclusive; 
Sec. 6: Lots 8 to 18 inclusive, and 21 to 23 inclusive; 
Set. 7: Lot 5; 

T. 12 N., R. 91 W. 
Sec. 19: Lots 5, 6, and 11 to 20 inclusive; 
Sec. 20: Lots 3, 10, 11, and 14; 
Sec. 29: Lots 4, 5, 12, and 13; 
Sec. 30: Lots 5 to 20 inclusive; 
Sec. 31: Lots 5 to 20 inclusive; 
Sec. 32: Lots 2, 3, 8, and 9; 
Sec. 35: Lots 3 to 6 inclusive, and 11 to 14 inclusive; 

T. 11 N., R. 92 W. 
Sec. 1: Lots 5 to 8 inclusive, S1/2 M/2 and S1/2; 
Sec. 2: Lots 5 to 8 inclusive, S1/2 M/2 and 5112; 
Sec. 3: Lots 5 to 8 inclusive, S1/2 N1/2, kE1/4 M/4, M/2 

SE1/4 and SE1/4 X1/4; 
Sec. 4: Lots 5 to 8 inclusive, S1/2 N1/2, N1/2 SW114 and hWl/4 

SE1/4; 
Sec. 5: Lot 5; 
Sec. 11: E]/Z ~~114, Nw1/4 NE1/4, NW1/4, NW1/4 M/4, and NE114 

SE1/4; 
Sec. 12: N1/2 NE1/4, SWJ/4 NE1/4, KWl/4, NWJ/4 SW1/4; 

T. 12 N., R. 93 W. 
Sec. 17: Lots 6 to 13 inclusive, and 16 to 23 inclusive; 
Sec. 18: Lots 1 to 4 inclusive, 7 to 10 inclusive, 12 to 18 

inclusive, SW1/4 SE1/4; 

T. 12 N., R. 94 W. 
Sec. 13: Lots 2 and 4 inclusive, 7 to 9 inclusive; 
Sec. 14: Lots 1 and 5; 

T. 6 N., R. 99 W. 
Sec. 22: S1/2 SE1/4; 
Sec. 23: SW1/4 NE1/4, SE1/4 NW1/4 and NE1/4 SW1/4; 
Sec. 24: Lot 1, N1/2 NE1/4, SW1/4 tiE1/4, and S1/2 NW1/4; 
Sec. 27: Lot 1; 

The above described public lands contain 10,197.93 acres. They were 
segregated from all forms of location, entry, and disposal under the 
public land laws, including the mining laws, in order to prevent 
non-discretionary encumburances which could adversely affect development 
of a reclamation project. The Bureau of Reclamation has found that the 
subject lands are no longer needed for reclamation purposes and has 
applied for revocation of this withdrawal. 



III. Power Site Reserve 121 and 721, Power Site Classifications 87, 53, 
and 355 

The following described lands were withdrawn under Secretarial and 
Executive Grders for power-related purposes: 

Sixth Principal Meridian, Colorado 

T. 7 N., R..84 W. 
Sic. 6: 

T. 8 N., R. 84 W. 
Sec. 15: 
Sec. 16: 
Sec. 20: 
Sec. 21: 
Sec. 22: 
Sec. 27: 
Sec. 28: 
Sec. 29: 
Sec. 31: 

.Sec. 32: 

T. 9 N., R. 84 W. 
Sec. 5: 
Sec. 7: 
Sec. 8: 
Sec. 9: 
Sec. 17: 
Sec. 18: 

T. 10 N., R. 84 W. 
Sec. 14: 
Sec. 15: 
Sec. 16: 
Sec. 19: 
Sec. 20: 
Sec. 21: 
Sec. 22: 
Sec. 28: 
Sec. 29: 
Sec. 30: 

T. 11 N.. R. 84 W. 

SW1/4 NE1/4, SE1/4 NW1/4, Lots 1, 2, 6; 

w1/2 SW1/4, SEl/4 SW1/4; 
SE1/4; 
SEl/4 NE1/4, El/2 X1/4; 
N1/2 NE1/4, NW1/4, Sl/2; 
sw1/4 sw1/4; 
W1/2 NW1/4; 
Nl/2 NE1/4, SE1/4 IE1/4, N1/2 NWl/4; 
NE1/4, El/2 SW1/4, Wl/2 SEl/4; 
S1/2 NE1/4, X1/4; 
NW1/4 NE1/4, NW1/4; 

N1/2 SW1/4, W1/2 SW1/4 SWl(4; 
Nl/2 NE1/4, SW1/4 NE1/4, W1/2 SE1/4, ,Lots 8, 9,-12; 
Lots 7, 8, 11, 12, 13; 
~1/2 NW1/4, Lots 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, and 10; 
Lots 8 thru 12; 
Lots 15, 17 thru 23, Tract 43; 

's1/2 s1/2: 
Sl;2 SEi/4; 
s1/2 sw1/4; 
s1/2 s1/2; 
SE1/4 NE1/4, S1/2 SW1/4, SE1/4; 
W1/2 NW1/4, SW1/4, N1/2 SE1/4; 
N1/2 NE1/4, NW1/4, NW1/4 SW1/4; 
NW1/4 NW1/4; 
N1/2 N1/2; 
Ml/2 N1/2; 

Sec. 18: w1/2 sw1/4, 
Sec. 19: W1/2 NW1/4; 

T. 12 W., R. 84 W. 
Sets. 16, 17, and 21: bi & ES; 

T 7 N., R. 85 W. 
Sec. 1: El/2 M/4, SE l/4; 



T. ? N. R. 85 W. 
Sec. 3: SW1/4NW1/4, SW1/4, S1/2 SE1/4; 
Sec. 4: NEl/4 SE1/4, Lots 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 18, 19; 
Sec. 5: Lot 5, A, B, C, II, E; 

Sec. 10: El/2 NE l/4, NE14 SE1/4, Lot 1; 
Sec. 11: SW1/4, SW1/4 SE1/4; 
Sec. 13: Lots 1 thru 6; 
Sec. 14: SE1/4 NE1/4, Lots 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 10; 

T. 1C N., R. 85 W. 
Sec. 24: S1/2 SE1/4; 
Sec. 25: N1/2 N1/2; 
Sec. 32 Lots 12, 13; 

T. 11 N., R. 85 W. 
Sec. 3: sw1/4 KM/~, w1/2 SW1/4, SE1/4 M/4; 
Sec. 4: s1/2 NE1/4, NE1/4 SE1/4, Lots 5 ttw 8; 
Sec. 5: Lot 5; 
Sec. 10: El/2 M/4, NE1/4SW1/4, W1/2 X1/4, SEl/4 SEli4; 
Sec. 13: W1/2 NW1/4, S1/2; 
Sec. 14: M/2, El/2 SE1/4; 
Sec. 23: W1/2 NE1/4, SE1/4, Lots 1, 2; 
Sec. 24: NE1/4, NE1/4 SW1/4, S1/2 SW1/4, SE1/4, Lots 1 thru 4; 
Sec. 25: NE1/4 NE1/4, W1/2 NE1/4, NWl/4; 
Sec. 26: NE1/4 NE1/4, S1/2 NE1/4, Wl/2 SEl/4; 
Sec. 35: NW1/4 NE1/4; 

T. 12 N., R. 85 W. 
Sec. 31: al/4 NE1/4, NWl/4, NE1/4 SW1/4, M/2 SEl/4; 
Sec. 32: SW1/4, W1/2 SE1/4; 

T. 12. N., R. 86 W. 
Sec. 36: El/2 NEl/4; 

T. 5 N., R. 92 W. 
Sec. 1: 
Sec. 2: 
Sec. 3: 
Sec. 4: 
Sec. 5: 
Sec. 6: 
Sec. 7: 
Sec. 8: 

Sec.. 9: 
Sec. 10: 
Sec. 11: 
Sec. 12: 
Sec. 17: 
Sec. 18: 

Lot e, SW1/4 NW1/4, %/l/4; 
Lots 8, 13; 
Lots 13, 15, 17, S-El/4 X1/4; 
Lot 9, s1/2 SW1/4, SW1/4 X1/4; 
Lot 11, S1/2 SE1/4; 
Lots 10 thru 14, 19; 
Lots 5, 9, 10, 13, 14, b!W1/4 NE1/4, NEl/4 NW1/4; 
Lots 1, 2, N1/2 N1/2, SE1/4 NE1/4, SE1/4 NW1/4, NE1/4 
sw1/4, s1/2 sw1/4; 
Lots 2, 3, NW1/4; 
Lot 1; 
Lots 1, 6 
NW1/4 
W1/2 NW1/4, NW1/4 SW1/4; 
N1/2 NE1/4, SE1/4, NE1/4, NE1/4 X1/4; 



T. 6 N., R. 92 W. 
Sec. 31: 
Sec. 34: 
Sec. 35: 
Sec. 36 

T. 5 N., R. 93 W. 
Sec. 1: 
Sec. 2: 
Sec. 4: 

Sec. 5: 

Sec. 6: 

Sec. 7: 
Sec. 8: 
Sec. 9: 

Sec. 61: 

T. 6 N., R. 93 W. 
Sec. 15: 
Sec. 20: 
Sec. 21: 
Sec. 22: 
Sec. 25: 
Sec. 26: 
Sec. 27: 
Sec. 28: 
Sec. 29: 

Sec. 30 

Sec. 31: 
Sec. 32 
Sec. 33 
Sec. 34: 
Sec. 35 

Sec. 36: 

T. 5 N., R. 94 W. 
Sec. 1: 
Sec. 2: 

Sec. 3: 

Sec. 4: 

Lots 7, 8, El/2 SW1/4, NEl/4 SE1/4, W1/2 SEli4; 
Lot 1; 
Lot 1; 
SE1/4 SW1/4; 

w1/2 sw1/4; 
Lot 9, El/2 SE1/4; 
Lot 5, sw1/4 m/4; 

Lots 6, 7, 8, SW1/4 NE1/4, S1/2 NW1/4, NE1/4, SW1/4, 
s1/2 SW1/4, SE1/4; 
Lots 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, SE1/4 NW1/4, NE114 SW1/4, 
SE1/4; 
NE1/4, SE1/4 NW1/4, NE1/4 SW1/4, M/2 X1/4; 
N1/2 N1/2, SE1/4 NW1/4; 
SW1/4 NE1/4, kW1/4, N1/2 SW1/4, SW1/4 SW1/4, WI/2 
SE1/4, SE1/4 SE1/4; 
N1/2 NE1/4, SE1/4 NE1/4; 

NE1/4 SW1/4, S1/2 SW1/4; 
SE1/4 SW1/4, S1/2 SE1/4; 
KEl/4 NE1/4, S1/2 NE1/4, S1/2; 
N1/2 NW1/4, SW1/4 NW1/4; 
SW1/4 NE1/4; 
SEl/4 NE1/4, S1/2 SW1/4, N1/2 SE1/4, M/4 SE1/4; 
SE1/4 SE1/4; 
Lots 1, 3, W1/2 NE1/4, N1/2 M/4, Y/2 Sl/2; 
Lots 1, 2, 4 thru 7, N1/2 NE1/4, NW1/4, Nl/2 SWl/4, 
sw1/4, sw1/4; 
Lots 6, 7, 8, 10, 13, 14, NE1/4 NE1/4, S1/2 NE1/4, Nl/2 
SE1/4; 
Lots 8, 9, 11, 14 17; 
Lots 1 thru 7, 9, NE1/4 NE1/4, X1/4 M/4; 
N1/2, N1/2 SWl/4, SE1/4; 
NE1/4, NE1/4 tiW1/4, S1/2 fiW1/4, SW1/4, NW1/4, X1/4; 
NW1/4 tiE1/4, SE1/4 NE1/4, W1/2 NW1/4, NH/4 SW1/4, 
NE1/4 SE1/4, S1/2 SE1/4; 
NE1/4 SE1/4, S1/2 SE1/4; 

S1/2 N1/2, N1/2 SE1/4, Lots 5 thru 8; 
S1/2 N1/2, El/2 SW1/4, Ml/2 SE1/4, SW1/4 X1/4, Lots 5, 
6; 
S1/2 NE1/4, SE1/4 NW1/4, NE1/4 SW1/4, NM/4 X1/4, Lot 
5; 
SW1/4 NE1/4, SE1/4 NW1/4, Lots 5, 6, 7; 

Sec. 11: NE1/4 NE1/4; 



T. 6 N., R. 
Sec. 
Sec. 

Sec. 

Sec. 1 

Sec. 1 
Sec. 1 
Sec. 1 

Sec. 1 

94 w. 
7: 
8: 

9: 

0: 

;; 

4: 

5: 

Sec. 16: 
Sec. 17: 
Sec. 18: 

Sec. 19: 
Sec. 20: 

Sec. 21: 
Sec. 22: 
Sec. 23: 
Sec. 24: 
Sec. 25: 
Sec. 26: 
Sec. 27: 
Sec. 29: 
Sec. 30: 
Sec. 33: 
Sec. 34: 
Sec. 35: 

Sec. 36: 

T. 6 N., R. 95 W. 
Sec. 2: 
Sec. 11: 
Sec. 12: 
Sec. 13: 

SEl/4 SEl/4; 
SE1/4 EjEl/4, SEl/4 NWl/4, Nl/2 SWl/4, SWl/4 SWl/4, N7/2 
SEl/4, Lots 1, 3; 
SEl/4 NEl/4, SWl/4 NWl/4, NEl/4 SWl/4, Nl/2 SEl/4, Lots 

. 

:-$NW1,4, Nl/2 SWl/4, SEl/4 SWl/4, NEl/4 SEl/4, S1/2 
SEl/4, Lot 1; 
SWl/4 SEl/4; 
sw1/4 sw1/4; 
Wl/2 NEl/4, NEl/4 NWl/4, Sl/2 NWl/4, M/2 M/4, SE714 
swl/4, Wl/2 SE1/4, Xl/4 X1/4, Lot 1; 
Lots 1, 3, 4, 6, NEl/4, El/2 NWl/4, NH/4 M/4, N7/2 
SEl/4; 
Lot 6; 
Lots 3, 4, 5 8; 
NEl/4 NEl/4, Sl/2 NEl/4, SEl/4 NWl/4, Ml/4 SW7/4, N7/2 
SEl/4, Lot 6; 
SEl/4 NEl/4, El/2 SEl/4; 
Wl/2 NEl/4, SEl/4 NEl/4, Sl/2 M/4, SW1/4, Lots 2, 3, 
4; 
SW l/4 NEl/4, Sl/2 NWl/4, NWl/4 SEl/4, Lots 2, 4, 5, 7; 
Lot 8; 
NEl/4, Nl/2 SEl/4, Lots 1, 3, 6; 
Sl/2 NWl/4, Nl/2 SWl/4, Nl/2 SEl/4, Lots 1, 3; 
Lots 1, 10; 
Lot 9; 
Lots 2, 3, 5, 7, 8, NEl/4 NWl/4, Sl/2 M/4, SW7/4; 
NWl/4 NWl/4; 
NEl/4 NEl/4; 
El/2 NEl/4, NE1/4 SE1/4, Sl/2 X1/4; 
NWl/4 SE1/4, Sl/2 NEl/4, NWl/4, Sl/2, Lot 2 
Nl/2 NEl/4, SEl/4 NE1/4, kEl/4 NWl/4, S1/2 NWl/4, SW714 
SWl/4 SEl/4, Lot 1; 
Lots 2 thru 6; 

Lot 15; 
Lots 3, 5; 
SWl/4 SEl/4, Lots 7, 8; 
Nl/2 NEl/4, SEl/4 NEl/4; 

T. 7 N., R., 95 W. 
Sec. 18: Lot 8; 
Sec. 19: Lots 5, 6, 10; 
Sec. 35: Lots 7 thru 11, 15, 16; 

T. 7 N., R. 96 W. 
Sec. 17: Lots 13, 19, 30; 
Sec. 19: Lots 9, 20, 26; 
Sec. 23: Lot 4; 

T. 6 N., R. 97 W. 
Sec. 7: Lots 5 thru 8, 11; 



T. 6 N., R. 58 W. 
sec. 13: NE1/4, S1/2 NW1/4, SW1/4, W1/2 SEl/4; 
sec. 14: Nl/2 NE1/4, NW1/4, N1/2 M/4, SW114 SW114 
Sec. 22: SE1/4 NE1/4, SE1/4 X1/4; 
Sec. 23: Nl/2 NE1/4, SW1/4 NE1/4, NE1/4 NW1/4, S1/2 NWl/4, SWli4; 

T. 9 N., R. 102 W. 
Sec. 2: W1/2 SW1/4, SE1/4 SW1/4, Lots 7, 16, 17; 
Sec. 3: s1/2, Lots 6, 7, 8, 14, 17, 18, 21; 
Sec. 4: S1/2 N1/2, N1/2 S1/2, SW1/4 SW1/4, Lots 5 thru 8; 
Sec. 5: 
Sec. 6: 

Lots 5, 6, 8, 22 thru 20, 4?, 43, 44; 
SE1/4 NW1/4, El/2 SW1/4, Lots 8 thru 15, 22, 27, 29, 30; 

Sec. 7: NW1/4 NE1/4, S1/2 NE1/4, El/2 M/2, X1/4, Lot 10; 
Sec. 8: SE1/4 NE1/4, S1/2 Sl/2, NE1/4 SE1/4, Lots 1 thru 4, 12, 

16, 17, 20, 22; 
Sec. 9: w1/2 w1/2; 
Sec. 10: El/2 NE1/4; 

Sec. 11: NW1/4; 
Sec. 21: S1/2 NE1/4, SE1/4, Lots 2, 4; 
Sec. 22: Sw1/4 NE1/4, SE1/4 NW1/4, M/2 SW1/4, NW1/4 SE1/4, Lots 

1, 4; 
Sec. 28: NE1/4; 

T. 10 N., R. 102 W. 
Sec. 17: Lots 5, 7; 
Sec. 18: SW1/4 NE1/4, SE1/4 NW1/4, El/2 SW1/4, N1/2 SE1/4, SWl/4 

Sec. 19: 
SE1/4, Lpts 6 thru 9; 
Wl/2 NE1/4, SE1/4,NE1/4, NE1/4 NW1/4, M/2 X1/4, 
Lots 5, 6, 7, 10, 12, 14, 22, 23, 25; 

Sec. 20: NE1/4 NEl/4, S1/2 N1/2, Sl/Z, Lots 1, 4, 6; 
Sec. 28: S1/2 NW1/4, SW1/4; 
Sec. 30: IGEl/ SE1/4, Lots 9, 25, 27, 28, 40, 42; 
Sec. 31: Lots 9, 43, 45 
Sec. 32: NW1/4 NE1/4, SE1/4 iiE1/4, Lots 1, 3, 5, 11, 13, 15, 18, 

20, 22, 28, 30, 31; 
Sec. 33: NE1/4, El/2 W1/2, SW1/4 SW1/4, Lots 1, 4, 5, 7, 9; 
Sec. 34: NE1/4 SW1/4, W1/2 SE1/4, Lots 1, 4, 5, 8, 10; 

T. 9 N., R. 103 W. 
Sec. 1: Lot 5 

T. 10 N., R. ld3 W. 
Sec. 6: Lots 13, 14, 25, 28; 
Sec. 7: Lots 6, 7, 8, 9, 14; 
Sec. 8: 

Sec. 9: 
Sec. 10: 
Sec. 13: 
Sec. 14: 
Sec. 15: 

Sec. 16: 
Sec. 17: 

N1/2 NE1/4, iWlj4 NE1/4, El/2 NW1/4, SW1/4, Lots 1,'4, 
5, 7, 10; 
El/2 SE1/4, Lots 1, 4, 6, 8, 14, 17, 19; 
All 
s1/2 y/2, s1/2; 
N1/2, N1/2 SW1/4, SE1/4, Lots 1, 3; 
N1/2 NE1/4,, SE1/4 NE1/4, Lots 1, 3, 7, 9, 11, 13, 22, 
24, 27; 
w1/2 w1/2, Lots 1, 3, 5, 7, 14, 15; 
SE1/4 NE1/4, W1/2 NW1/4, S1/2, Lots 1, 4, 5, 7, 9, 12; 



Sec. 18: 
Sec. 19: 
Sec. 20: 
Sec. 21: 

Sec. 22: 
Sec. 23: 
Sec. 24: 
Sec. 25: 
Sec. 26: 

Sec. 27: 

Sec. 28: 
Sec. 35: 
Sec. 36: 

E1/2, El/2 NW1/4, NE1/4 SW1/4, Lots 5, 6, 7; 
NE1/4 NE1/4; 
NE1/4, Nl/2 NW1/4; 
;W16/4 NE1/4, W1/2 NW1/4, SEl/4 NW1/4, 51/2, Lots 3, 5, 

. 

s&i sw1/4, Lots 5, 7, 13, 28, 30, 31, 34, 36; 
NE1/4, Lots 1, 9, 10, 12, 14; 
N1/2, Lots 1, 4, 6, 9; 
Lots 25, 26 
SW1/4, W1/2 SE1/4, SE1/4 SE1/4, Lots 10, 11, 14, 17, 
19, 22; 
w1/2 NEl/4, SE?/4 NE1/4, NW1/4, M/2 Sl/2, Xl/4 X1/4, 
Lot 2; 
M/2 N1/2; 
N1/2 NE1/4; 
Lots 9, 10, 19; 

T. 10 K., R. 104 W. 
Sec. 12: NE1/4 NW1/4, Lots 1 thru 5, 10, 12, 22, 23, 28, 25, 31, 

34; 
Sec. 13: El/2 SW1/4, SE1/4, Lots 1, 2, 5, 12, 16, 18, 20; 

The above described lands contain 45,995 acres. These lands are reserved 
from entry location, or other disposal, only under the non-mineral public 
land laws, in order to prevent non-discretionary encumberances which could 
adversely affect power-related developments (mining locations,are allowed, 
subject to Section 24 of the Federal Power Act. 

IV. Coal Classifications/Withdrawals* 

Approximately 1,34C,OOO acres of land in the resource area are classified 
and/or withdrawn as coal land of this, less that 20 percent is 
federally-owned surface (approximately 255,000 acres). Lands within the 
following townships are affected (all Sixth Principle Meriaian, Colorado): 

T. 4 N., R. 85 W. 
T. 5 N., R. 85 W. 
T. 3 N., R. 86 W. 
T. 4 N., R. 86 W. 
T. 6 N., R. 86 W. 
T. 7 N., R. 86 W. 
T. 8 N., R. 86 W. 
T. 9 N., R. 86 W. 
T. 3 N., R. 87 W. 
T. 4 N., R. 87 W. 
T. 5 N., R. 87 W. 
T. 6 N., R. 87 W. 
T. 7 N., R. 87 W. 
T. 8 N., R. 87 W. 
T. 10 N., R. 87 W. 
T. 11 N., R. 87 W. 
T. 12 N., R. 87 W. 
T. 3 N., R. 88 W. 
T. 4 N., R. 88 W. 

T. 3 N., R. 89 W. 
T. 4 N., R. 89 W. 
T. 5 N., R. 89 W. 
T. 7 N., R. 89 W. 
T. 8 N., R. 89 W. 
T. 5 N., R. 89 W. 
T. 10 N., R. 89 W. 
T. 11 N., R. 85 W. 
T. 12 N., R. 89 W. 
T. 3 N., R. 90 W. 
T. 4 N., R. 90 W. 
T. 5 N., R. 90 W. 
T. 6 N., R. 90 W. 
T. 7 N., R. 9G W. 
T. 8 N., R. 90 W. 
T. 9 N., R. 90 W. 
T. 10 N., R. 90 W. 
T. 11 N., R. 90 W. 
T. 12 N., R. 90 W. 



T. 5 N.,. R. 88 W. 
T. 6 N., R. 88 W. 
T. 7 N., R. 88 W. 
T. 8 N., R. 88 W. 
T. 9 N., R. 88 W. 
T. 10 N., R. 88 W. 
T. 11 N., R. 88 W. 

' T. 12 N., R. 88 W. 

T. 3 N., R. 92 W. 
T. 4 N., R. 92,W. 
T. 5 N., R. 92 W. 
T. 6 N., R. 92 W. 
T. 7 N., R. 92 W. 
T. 8 N., R: 92 W. 
T. 9 N., R. 92 W. 
T. 10 N., R. 92 W. 
T. 3 N., R. 93 W. 
T. 4 N., R. 93 W. 
T. 5 N., R. 93 W. 
T. 6 N., R. 93 W. 
T. 7 N., R. 93 W. 
T. 8 N., R. 93 W. 
T. 9 N., R. 93 W. 
T. 3 N., R. 94 W. 
T. 4 N., R. 94 W. 
T. 6 N., R. 94 W. 
T. 7 N., R. 94 W. 
T. 8 N., R. 94 W. 
T. 9 N., R. 94 W. 
T. 3 N., R. 95 W. 
T. 4 N., R. 95 W. 
T. 5 N., R. 95 W. 
T. 7 N., R. 95 W. 
T. 8 N., R. 95 W. 
T. 9 N., R. 95 W. 
T. 4 N., R. 96 W. 
T. 5 N., R. 96 W. 
T. 7 N., R. 96 W. 
T. 8 N., R. 96 W. 
T. 3 N., R. 97 W. 
T. 4 N., R. 97 W. 
T. 5 X., R. 97 W. 
T. 3 N., R. 98 W. 
T. 4 N., R. 98 W. 
T. 5 N., R. 98 W. 

T. 3 N., R. 91 W. 
T. 4 N., R. 91 W. 
T. 5 N., R. 91 W. 
T. 6 N., R. 91 W. 
T. 7 N., R. 91 W. 
T. 8 N., R. 91 W. 
T. 9 N., R. 91 W. 
T. 10 N., R. 91 W. 
T. -12 N., R. 91 W. 

Those lands withdrawn were segregated from location, sale or entry (except 
location of metaliferous minerals) in order to prevent non-discretionary 
disposals/encumberances from interfering with coal leasing. 



V. Classifications under the Classification and Multiple Use Act of 
1964** 

Under authority of the Classification and Multiple Use Act of September 
19, 1964 (78 Stat. 9861, the best blocked public land areas of this RFiP 
were classified, on an interim basis as provided by the act, for multiple 
use management by the following Notices of Classification: 

Date Acres Federal Register 
C-1018 m/1967 1,104,320 4/20/196/ p. 6215-17 
C-9815 8/13/1970 51,002 8/21/1970 p. 13396-98 

Sixth Principal Meridian, Colorado 

T. 4 N., R. 84 W. 
Sec. 17: SE1/4 SW1/4 and S1/2 X1/4; 
Sec. 20: NE1/4, NE1/4 NW1/4, S1/2 SW1/4, and N1/2 X1/4; 
Sec. 21: SWl/4 NWl/4 and WI/2 M/4; 
Sec. 28: hE1/4 NW1/4 and SE1/4 SE1/4; 
Sec. 29 NW1/4; 
Sec. 32: NW1/4 NE1/4 and El/2 E1/2; 
Sec. 33: 

'i 
T. 5 N., R. 84 W. 

Set 34: El/2 SE1/4; 

T. 6 N., R. 84 W. 
Sec. 27: SE1/4 SE1/4; 

T. 7 N., R. 84 W. 
Sec. 29: w1/2 w1/2 
Sec. 30: El/2 NE1/4; 
Sec. 33: SE1/4 NE1/4; 

T. 2 N., R. 85 W. 
Sec. 8: s1/2 sw1/4; 
Sec. 17: N1/2 NW1/4, SW1/4 M/4; 
Sec. 18: Lots 2, 3, and 4, NE1/4, SE1/4 NW1/4, El/2 W/4, and 

NW1/4 SE1/4; 
Sec. 19: Lot 1, NW1/4 NE1/4, and NE1/4 NW1/4; 
Sec. 35: S1/2 NE1/4, NE1/4 NW1/4, S1/2 NW1/4, and M/2 SWl/4; 

T. 3 N., R. 85 W. 
Sec. 1: Lots 10 and 11; 
Sec. 2: Lots 5, 6, 7, and 8: 
Sec. 7: Lot 10; 
Sec. 11: Lots 1, 2, 4, and 5; 
Sec. 12: Lots 3, 4, 5, 6, 11, 12, 13, and 14; 

T. 4 N., R. 85 W. 
Sec. 18: Lot 2; 

T. 5. N., R. 85 W. 
Sec. 15: Lots 7 thru 12, inclusive; 
Sec. 20: Lots 5 and 16; 
Sec. 30: Lot 6; 
Tract 142; 

T. 7 N., R. 85 W. 
Sec. 18: Lots 1, 2, 3, and 4, W1/2 El/2 and El/2 W1/2; 
Sec. 19: Lots l-, 2, and 3; 



T. 6 N., R. 85 W. 
Sec. 5: Lots 5, 6, 7, and 8; 
Sec. 6: 
Sec. 9: Lots 1, 2, 3, and 4, NEl/4 SEl/.4 and Sl/Z SEl/4; 

T. 10. N., R. 85 k 
Sec. 26: Lot 19; 
Sec. 20: Lots 15 and 18; 
Sec. 21: Lots 13 and 14; 

T. 2 N., R. 86 W. 
Sec. 3: Sl/2 SWl/4 and Wl/2 SWl/4 X1/4; 
Sec. 12: Sl/2 SEl/4; 
Sec. 13: Nl/2 Nl/2 NEl/4 NEl/4, NWl/4 NWl/4 NEl/4, M/2 NH/4 

NWl/4 NEl/4, SWl/4 NWl/4 NEl/4, Nl/2 M/4 SW1/4 NEl/4, 
NEl/4 NWl/4, Nl/2'NEl/4 SEl/4 NWl/4, W1/2 SEl/4 RW1,/4, 
s1/2 NE1/4 KEl/4 SW1/4, NW1/4 NE1/4 M/4, ST/2 NET/4 
M/4, NWl/4 SWl/4, S1/2 M/4, S1/2 Ml/2 M/2 X1/4, 
Sl/2 M/2 SEl/4, and Sl/2 SEl/4; 

Sec. 24: M/2; 

T. 3 N., R. 86 W. 
Sec. 6: Lots 9 thru 14, inclusive, and lots 17 thru 23, 

inclusive; 
Sec. 7: Lots 14, 15, and 16; 
Sec. 12: Lots 9, 15, and 16; 
Sec. 13: Lots 2 and 3; 

T. 4 N., R. 86 W. 
Sec. 9: 
Sec. 10: 
Sec. 11: 
Sec. 13: 
Sec. 14: 
Sec. 15: 
Sec. 17: 
Sec. 22: 
Sec. 23: 

Sec. 24: 
Sec. 25: 
Sec. 26: 
Sec. 27: 
Sec. 28: 
Sec. 31: 
Sec. 33: 

Lot 3; 
Sl/2 SE1/4; 
Lots 8, 11, 17, and 1% 
SEl/4 NEl/4; 
Lots 4, 5, 6, 8, and 12; 
NEl/4, Wl/2 SWl/4; 
SEl/4 SWl/4; 
NEl/2, Nl/2 NWl/4; 
NEl/4 NEl/4, NWl/4 Nh'l/4, Sl/2 M/2, Nl/2 Sl/2, SE114 
SW1/4, and SWl/4 SEl/4; 
El/2 SWl/4 and NWl/4 X1/4; 
NEl/4 NWl/4; 
NWl/4 NEl/4 and N1/2 NW1/4; 
s1/2 NEl/4, biEl/4 NWl/4, S1/2 NW1/4, and SW1/4; 
SE1/4 SE1/4; 
Lots 9, 16, and 17; 
NEl/4 NEl/4; 

T. 5 N., R. 86 W. 
Sec. 33: NWl/4 NEl,/4 and SEl/4 SEl/4; 
Sec. 34: SW114 sw1/4; 
Sec. 35: REl/4 and Sl/2; 

T. 7 N., R. 86 W. 
Sec. 12: Lots 1, 2, 3, and 4; 
Sec. 13: Lots 1, 2, 3, and 4, and W1/2 E1/2; 



Sec. 16: Lots 1, 2, 3, and 4; 
Sec. 17: Lot 7, and SE1/4 
Sec. 20: NE1/4; 
Sec. 21: N1/2; 
Sec. 22: Lots 1, 2, 3; 4, 5, and 6, S1/2 NW1/4, and N1/2 SW1/4; 
Sec. 24: Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, and 11; 
Sec. 25: Lot 1; 

T. 8 N., R. 86 W. 
Sec. 4: Lots 12 and 13; 
Sec. 5: Lots 5, 6, 7 and 8; 
Sec. 7: Lot 5; 
Sec. 8: Lots 1 thru 9, inclusive and N1/2 NE1/4; 
Sec. 9: Lots 3 and 4;, 
Sec. 17: Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6; 
Tracts: 61A, 61B, 61C, 64A, 648, and 64C; 

T. 10 N., R. 86 W. 
Sec. 23: N1/2 NE1/4 and SW1/4 NE1/4; 
Sec. 36: SW1/4 SE1/4; 

T. 3 N., R. 87 W. 
Sec. 1: Lots 1, 8, 9, 12, 13, and 14; 

T. 4 N., R. 87 W. 
Sec. 35: E1/2; 
Sec. 36: 

T. 5 N., R. 87 W. 
Sec. 17: NE1/4 SE1/4 and W1/2 SW1/4; 
Sec. 18: NE1/4 SE1/4 and S1/2 SE1/4; 
Sec. 19: W1/2 NW1/4; 
Sec. 29: W1/2 NW1/4; 
Sec. 30: El/2 NE1/4; 

T. 6 N.; R. 87 W. 
Sec. 2: NE1/4 SE1/4; 

T. 8 N., R. 87 W. 
Sec. 19: Lot 2 and SE1/4 NW1/4; 
Sec. 28: El/2 SE1/4; 
Sec. 34: N1/2; 

T. 3 N., R. 88 W. 
Sec. 8: SW1/4 SW1/4 and SE1/4 SE1/4; 
Sec. 17: Lots 1 to 6, inclusive, and SW1/4 NE1/4 and SE1/4 NWl/4; 

T. 4 N., R. 88 W. 
Sec. 7: Lots 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6, NET/4 SW1/4, and S1/2 SE1/4; 
Sec. 17: NW1/4, and N1/2 SW1/4; 
Sec. 18: NE1/4, SE1/4 NW1/4, NE1/4 SW1/4, and N1/2 SE1/4; 



T. 5 N., R. 88 W. 
Sec. 1: Lot 7, SE1/4 NW1/4, and SW1/4; 
Sec. 2: SE1/4 NE1/4, NE1/4 SE1/4, and S1/2 X1/4; 
Sec. 3: Lot 5, SW1/4 NE1/4, and W1/2 SE1/4; 
Sec. 11: NE1/4 and Sl/Z; 
Sec. 24: El/2 NE1/4; 
Sec. 31: Lots 7 and 8; 
Sec. 35: Lot 4; 

T. 8 N., R. 88 W. 
Sec. 6: Lots 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 17, and 18; 
Sec. 7: Lots 9, 11, 12, 13, and 14; 
Sec. 8: Lots 2, 4, 5, 10, and 11; 
Sec. 23: Lots 1, 2, and 7; 
Sec. 24: Lots 1 thru 10, inclusive; 
Tracts: 59A, 59B, 59C, and 59D, 708, 826, 82H, 821, 825, 820, 

82P, 83A 83B, 836, 83H, 831, 835, 83K, 83L, and 83P; 

T. 9 N., R. 88 W. 
Sec. 31: Lots 9 thru 15, inclusive; 

T. 3 N., R. 89 W. 
Sec. 4: 
Sec. 5: Lots 5, 6, 7, 8, and 1D 
Sec. 6: Lot 10; 
Set; 8: Lots 1, 6, and 8, and El/Z'SE1/4; 
Sec. 18: Lot 8, SE1/4 SW1/4, and S1/2 SE1/4; 

T. 4 N., R. 89 W. 
Sec. 10: Lots 1, 2, 3, and 4; 

T. 5 N., R. 89 W. 
Sec. 27: SE1/4 NW1/4, SW1/4, and NW1/4 SE1/4; 
Sec. 28: S1/2 SE1/4; 
Sec. 29: SW1/4 and W1/2 SE1/4; 
Sec. 30: Lots 1, 2, 3, and 4, SE1/4 NW1/4, El/2 SW1/4,' and SE1/4; 
Sec. 31: NE1/4 NE1/4; 
Sec. 32: Nl/Z, SW1/4, and W1/2 SE1/4; 
Sec. 33: 
Sec. 34: W1/2 and Wl/2 SE1/4; 

Those public lands within the following: 

T. 11 N., R. 91 W. 
Sets. 4 to 9, inclusive; 
Sets. 16 to 21, inclusive; 
Sets. 28 to 33, inclusive; 

T. 12 N., R. 91 W. 
Sets. 13 to 17, inclusive; 
Sec. 15, Sl/Z; 
Sets. 20 to 35, inclusive; 



T. 11 N., R. 92 W. 
Sets. 1 to 26, inclusive; 
Sets. 35 and 36; 

T. 11 N., R. 93 W. 
Sets. 1 to 18, inclusive; 
Sets. 20 to 24, inclusive; 

T. 12 N., R. 93 W. 
Sets. 15 to 22, inclusive; 
Sets. 27 to 34, inclusive; 

T. 11 N., R. 94 W. 
Sets. 1 to 20, inclusive; 

T. 12 N., R. 94 W. 

T. 11 N., R. 95 W. 
Sets. 1 to 16 inclusive; 
Sec. 17: Lots 18 and 19; 
Sec. 18: 
Sec. 21: Lots 1, 14, 15, 16 and 25; 
Sets. 22 to 24, inclusive; 
Sec. 26: W1/2 
Sec. 27: 
Sec. 32: 
Sec. 34: 
Sec. 35: W1/2; 

T. 12 N., R. 95 W. 

T. 6 N., R. 96 W. 
Sets. 5 to 8, inclusive; 
Sets. 17 to 20, inclusive; 
Sets. 29 to 32, inclusive; 

T. 7 N., R. 96 W. 
Sets. 1 to 12, inclusive; 
Sets. 15 to 22, inclusive; 
Sets. 27 to 34, inclusive; 

T. 8 and 9 N., R. 96 W. 

T. 10 N., R. 96 W. 
Sec. 7: SW1/4, and W1/2 SE1/4; 
Sec. 18: W1/2, and W1/2 E1/2; 
Sets. 19 to 22, inclusive; 
Sets. 27 to 34, inclusive; 

T. 11 N., R. 96 W. 
Sets. 1 to 12, inclusive; 
Sec. 17: W1/2; 
Sets. 18 and 19: 
Sec. 20: W1/2; 



T. 12 N., R. 97 W. 

T. 3 N., R. 97 W. 
Sets. 5 to 8, inclusive; 

T. 4 N., R. 97 W. 
Sets. 25 to 36, inclusive; 

T. 6 to 12 N., R. 97 W. 

T. 3 N., R. 98 W. 
Sets. 1 to 4, inclusive; 

T. 4 N., R. 98 W. 
Sets. 11 to 15, inclusive; 
Sets. 20 to 27, inclusive; 
Sets. 33 to 36, inclusive; 

T. 5 N., R. 98 W. 
Sets. 2 to 11, inclusive; 
Sets. 14 to 23, inclusive; 

T. 6 to 12 N., R. 98 W. 

T. 5 N., R. 99 W. 
Sets. 1 to 24, inclusive; 

T. 6 N., R. 99 W. 
Sets. 1 to 6, inclusive; 
Sec. 8: E1/2; 
Sets.' 9 to 16, inclusive; 
Sec. 17: NE1/4; 
Sec. 22: N1/2 and SE1/4; 
Sets. 23 to 26, inclusive; 
Sec. 27: NE1/4, and U/2; 
Sec. 28: Y/2; 
Sec. 29: SE1/4; 
Sec. 31: Y/2; 
Sec. 32: NE1/4, and S1/2; 
Sets. 33 to 36, inclusive; 

T. 7 to 12 N., R. 99 W. 

T. 6 N., R. 100 W. 
Sets. 1 to 5, inclusive; 
Sec. 6: N1/2; 

T. 7 to 12 N., R. 100 W. 

T. 6 N., R. 101 W. 
Sec. 1: N1/2; 
Sec. 2: N1/2; 



T. 7 N., R. 101 W. 
Sets. 1 to 27, inclusive; 
Sec. 28: N1/2; 
Sec. 29: Nl/2; 
Sec. 30: N1/2; 
Sec. 34: N1/2; 
Sets. 35 and 36: 

T. 8 to 12 N., R. 101 W. 

T. 7 N., R. 102 W. 
Sets 1 to 5, inclusive; 
Sec. 6: El/2; 
Sec. 7: E1/2; 
Sets. 8 to 17, inclusive; 
Sec. 18: E1/2; 
Sec. 19: El/2; 
Sets. 20 to 24, inclusive; 
Sec. 25: N1/2; 
Sec. 26: Nl/2; 
Sec. 27: N1/2; 
Sec. 28: N1/2; 

T. 8 N., R. 102 W. 
Sets. 1 to 4, inclusive 
Sets. 9 to 15, inclusive; 
Sec. 16: N1/2 
Sets. 22 to 27, inclusive; 
Sec. 32: SE1/4; 
Sec. 33: S1/2; 
Sets. 34, 35, and 36: 

T. 9 N., R. 102 W. 
Sets. 1 to 15, inclusive; 
Sec. 16: El/2; 
Sec. 18: W1/2; 
Sec. 19: W1/2; 
Sec. 21: E1/2; 
Sets. 22 to 27, inclusive; 
Sec. 28: El/2; 
Sec. 33: E1/2; 
Sets. 34, 35, and 36: 

T. 10, 11, and 12 N., R. 102 W. 

T. 7 N., R. 103 W. 
Sec. 6: 

T. 8 N., R. 103 W. 
Sec. 2: W1/2; 
Sets. 3 to 10, inclusive; 
Sec. 11: W1/2; 
Sets. 16 to 21, inclusive; 
Sec. 28 to 31, inclusive 



T. 9 N., R. 103 W. 
Sets. 1 to 35, inclusive; 

T. 10, 11, and 12 N., R 103 W. 

T. 7 N., R. 104 W. 
Sets. 1 and 2: 

T. 8 to 12 N., R. 104 W. 

These classifications closed the lands to appropriation under the 
agricultural land laws and sale under Section 2455 of the revised 
statutes. Except for eight sites, aggregating 2,010 acres in C-1018, and, 
small areas aggregating 1,348 acres in C-9815, segregated from operation 
of the mining laws, the classifications did not segregate the lands from 
operation of the general mining laws or the mineral leasing laws. 

The closure to sales and applications under the agricultural land laws 
focused on correcting a worsening problem of public demand workload that 
had occupied much of BLM's workforce from the close of World War II. 
There were few, if any, public lands remaining that qualified under the 
agricultural land laws, but homestead applications continued to be filed, 
requiring costly field examination , adjudication, processing of appeals, 
and nearly always, final rejection of the applications. 

A proliferation of sale applications by the public added to the workload, 
and many of these were rejected because of conflict with long-term 
resource management objectives for the particular land. High costs were 
involved in processing these applications. Often, when the lands found 
suitable for sale were offered, the applicant did not follow through with 
the sale, even after BLM had gone to the time and expense of classifying 
and appraising the land. This costly, time-consuming and largely 
nonproductive response to public demand was highly wasteful of limited 
human resources available to BLM and did little toward advancing resource 
management. 

The segregation from sale and applications under the agricultural land 
laws was not and did not absolutely close the land to such disposal. 
Procedures allowed the filing of petitions for classifications but 
afforded BLM substantially more control and very significantly reduced the 
public demand workload. 

This interim classification was in anticipation of legislative proposals 
expected to be developed by the Public Land Law Review Commission 
established by the act of September 19, 1964 (78 Stat. 9821, directing 
what was finally to be done with the public lands. 

The proposals by the commission evolved into legislation enacted as the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of October 21, 1978 (90 Stat. 
27431, which stated as policy, among other things, that "the public lands 
be retained in Federal ownership, unless as the result of the land use 
planning procedure provided for in this Act, it is determined that 
disposal of a particular tract will serve the national interest," and 
"goals and objectives be established by law as guidelines for public land 
use planning, and that management be on the basis of multiple use and 
sustained yield unless otherwise provided by law." 



The act further required "uniform procedures for any disposal of public 
land, acquisition of nonfederal land for public purposes, and the exchange 
of such lands be established by statute, requiring each disposal, 
acquisition, and exchange to be consistent with the prescribed mission of 
the department or agency involved, and reserving to Congress review of 
disposals in excess of a specified acreage." 

Section 702 of the act repealed the homestead laws. Section 703 repealed 
sale authority under Revised Statutes 2455. The initiative for orderly 
classification and disposal of lands suitable for transfer to non-federal 
ownership was placed with BLM. 

As part of the long-standing withdrawal review required by Departmental 
Manual 603 and the new requirements under Section 102(a)(3) and Section 204, 
FLPMA, these classification were reviewed in 1981. 

With repeal of the homestead laws and the Revised Statutes 2455 sale 
authority, and Congress having stated through FLPMA that the public lands 
would be retained in federal ownership and managed for multiple use, the 
interim classifications were deemed to be unnecessary and termination of 
them was indicated. 

By State Director's Order of October 27, 1981, the above classifications 
were terminated in their entirety. The notice of termination appeared in 
the Federal Register of November 17, 1981, at pages 55012-13, and opened the 
lands to operation of the public land laws, effective December 15, 1981, 
except for the sites that had been closed to the mining laws. 

Such termination was not deemed to affect the status of the lands in any 
practical aspect in the way of limiting or extending what could be done with 
these lands. 

Under C-10844, public lands in Routt County were classified for disposal by 
order dated August 12, 1970, appearing in the Federal Register of August 20, 
1970, at pages 13316 and 13317. The September 11, 1970, Federal Register 
contains a correction notice of page 14332. 

This order classified public lands for disposal as follow: 

Acres 
Recreation and Public Purpose Act 
Unintentional Trespass Sale Act 
Sale Under Revised Statutes 2455 14,738.16 

Exchange Under Section 8 Taylor Grazing Act 10,580.03 

This order segregated the lands from operation of the mining laws and from 
disposition under laws other than that form of'disposal for which the 
particular parcel was classified. 

VI. Recreation and Public Purposes Act Classifications*** 

The following described public lands were classified as valuable for public 
recreational use under the Act of June 14, 1926: 



Sixth Principal Meridian, Colorado 

T. 9 N., R. 85 W. 
Sec. 3: Lot 19, and SW1/4; 
Sec. 4: Lots 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 18, 19, and NE1/4 SE1/4; 
Sec. 5: Lots 5, and 8, and Tracts 42A, B, C, D, and E; 
Sets. 6 and 7: Tracts 43A, H, I, P; 
Sec. 10: Lots 1, and 2; 

T. 10 N., R. 85 W. 
Sec. 19: Lot 17; 
Sec. 20: Lots 16 and 17; 

T. 10 N., R. 85 W. 
Sec. 32: Lots 11, 12, and 13; 

T. 11 N., R. 87 W. 
Sec. 20: SE1/4 SE1/4; 
Sec. 21: S1/2 SW1/4, and SW1/4 SE1/4; 
Sec. 28: Lots 1, 2, 4, NW1/4 NE1/4, SE1/2 NE1/4 and NEV4 NWl/4; 

T. 12 N., R. 88 W. 
Set 14: Lots 5, 6, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13; 

T. 6 N., R. 96 W. 
Sec. 9: NE1/4 SW1/4. 

Classification of these lands segregated them from all appropriations, 
including location under the mining laws. In over 10 years, no proposals or 
applications affecting these lands have come forth. 

* Recommendations for revocation have been made. 
** Revocation order published at 46 FR 55013 (Thursday, November 5, 1981). 
*** Revocation order issued September 8, 1983. 



Under C-10844, public lands in Routt County were classified for disposal by 
order dated August 12, 1970, appearing in the Federal Register of August 20, 
1970, at pages 13316, 13317. The September 11, 1970, Federal Register 
contains a correction notice at page 14333. This order classifies public 
lands for disposal as follows: 

Sale under Revised Statutes 2455 14,738,16 acres 
Exchange under Section 8, Taylor Grazing Act 10,580.03 acres 

This order segregated the lands from disposition under laws other than that 
form of disposal for which the particular parcel was classified. It did not 
close the lands to the mining or mineral leasing laws. 

The individual sites in C-1018 that were segregated, and still remain 
segregated from the mining laws, are: 

Sixth Principal Meridian, Colorado 

Cedar Springs Draw Site 
T. 6 N., R. 97 W., 

sec. 23, E1/2E1/2SW1/4, W1/2SE1/4; 
sec. 26, W1/2NW1/4NE1/4, E1/2NE1/4NW1/4. 

Cross Mountain Site 
T. 6 N., R. 98 W., 

sec. 13, SE1/4NE1/4, S1/2 
sec. 14, SEl/4. 

Elk Springs Site 
T. 5 N., R. 99 W., 

sec. 25, NW1/4SW1/4, SE1/4SW1/4, S1/2SE1/4 

Divide Creek Site 
T. 3 N., R. 1OC W., 

sec. 13, SW1/4 

Peterson Draw Site 
T. 4 N., R. 100 

sec. 24, S1/2NE1/4. 

Disappointment Gulch Site 
T. 5 N., R. 100 W., 

sec. 12, SE1/4 
sec. 13, El/2 
sec. 24, El/2 

Irish Canyon Site 
T. 10 N., R. 101 W., 

sec. 34, NE1/4NW1/4. 

Goodman Gulch Site 
T. 10 N., R. 102 W., 

Sec. 7, W1/2SW1/4NE1/4, E1/2SE1/4NW1/4, W1/2NW1/4SE1/4, NE1/4SW1/4. 

These require review under Departmental Manual 603 and Section 204'of the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act. 



The 1348.42 acres of lands in C-9815, segregated from the mining laws, 
described below, also require review as to appropriateness of the 
classification and segregation: 

T. 4 

T. 6 

T. 9 

Sixth Principal Meridian, Colorado I 

N R. ., 84 W., 
sec. 21 NEl/4NEl/4, S1/2NEl/4, and Nl/2SEl/4; 

N R. ., 84 W., 
sec. 10, SEl/4NEl/4; 

N R. 
H&z. 

85 W., 
3, lot 19 and SWl/4; 

sec. 4, lots 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 18, 19, SWl/4Nfl/4, and NEl/4SEl/4; 
sec. 5, lots 5 and 8; 
sec. 8, lot 1; 
sec. 10, lots 1 and 2; 
Tracts 42A, 428, 42C, 42D, 42E, 43A, 438, 431, and 43P; 

T. 10 N., R. 85 W., 
sec. 32, lots 12 and 13; 

,T. 3 N., R. 83 W., 
sec. 14, NWl/4. 

BLM motion classifications under the Recreation and Public Purposes Act of 
1926, as amended, affect the following sites. Those classifications require 
va.cation as the 18-month limitation of 43 CFR 2741.4(h) has long since 
passed: 

Sixth Principal Meridian, Colorado 

Circle Ridge (C-083492) 
T. 11 N., R. 87 W., 

sec. 20, SEl/4SE1/4; 
sec. 21, Sl/2SWl/4 and SWl/4SEl/4; 
sec. 28, lots 1, 2, 4, NWl/4NEl/4, SEl/4NE1/4, and NEl/4NWl/4 

containing 379.59 acres. 

Willow Creek (C-0123130) 
T. 9 N., R. 85 W., 

sec. 3, lot 19 and SWl/4; 
sec. 4, lots 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 18, 19, and NEl/4SEl/4; 
sec. 5, lots A, B, C, D, E, 5, and 8; 
sec. 6, lots A, H, I, and P; 
sec. 10, lots 1 and 2; 

T. 10 N., R. 85 W., 
sec. 32, lots 11, 12, and 13 

containing 947.46 acres. 

Cedar Mountain C(C-0124503) 
T. 7 N., R. 91 W., 

sec. 8, lots 15 and 16; 
sec. 9, lots 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, and 15; 
sec.' 16 Nl/2, SWl/4, and Wl/2SEl/4 

containing 888.8s acres. 



Hahn's Peak (C-0125482). ': ;, 
T. 10 bl., R.. E.W., 

sec. 20, lots i6,'17, afid 19; 
and Tract 46 in sections 20 and 29 

containing 98.42 'acres. 

. 



Appendix 27 

Decision - Robert G. Lynn (76 IBLA 383) 
of October 27,1983 



IS RLPLY ltL,LR :I,: 

United States Department of the Interior 3103 (622) 

l3~RE.X. OF LASD ?cfAN.GEhfENT 

WASHIXCTOS, D.C. 20240 

June 26, 1984 

Inetructi.on Mcmorandul~ 64-254, Change 1 
Expires 9/30/M 

To: All Btete Directors 

From: Director 

Subject: Robert G. Lynn (76 IBLA 383) 

Xnstructioa Memorandum No. 84-254 established a Bureau policy of offering 
leaaer to applicants unleeo the lands applied for were closed to leasing 
by legielation or regulskion, or the land8 were included in or under 
considerarion for a for;nsl withdrawal. 

Hovevar , there are t-Jo sddit?or.al rituetions where it vould not be 
appropriate to laaee. They are: 

o Area8 specially closed CO lclieing by Departmental or 
Bureau policy, such ae wildlif-e refuges. 

o Areas closed to leasicg which tspreseot commitmate made 
CO the public through planning or ocher formal documate. 
Hovevsr ) such areas should be reexamined in light of the 
policy established in IX 84-254, and management preecrip- 
tiono ure ta be modified accordingly, with appropriate 
public involvement, at the eerlieat opportunity in the 
planning procass. 

Comments and questiccs ccncerning thin oemorandum should be directed to 
Greg Shoop or Karl Dutrcher, FTS 653-2187. 

Associate Director 



Lhited States Department of the Interior 3101 (620) 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGESIEST 
WASHIXGTOS, D.C, ?0240 

J fnstruction Hcmoranduu No. 84-254 
Expires : g/30/95 

To: All State Dircctcrs 

Fran: Director 

Subject; Robert C. Lynn (76 IXA 383) 

..; 

Pebrus-ry 2, 1984 

The subject decisicn (enclosed) set aside and remanded MA’s rejection 
of a non-coroptltive 011 and gas lease offer fn the Algodones Dunes 
Outstaading Natural Area. The IBLA’s decision was baned on failure if 
tF,e BLE! to consider alternetfves to rejection - specifically, that of 
issuing 3 lease with a no-surfazc-occupancy (XSO) stipulation, In con- 
sideration of thig IXU decision, you are Instructed aa follovs: 

1. If a deciaicln ?s to be aade to reject a lease offer, the record 
(un:ese.acqufred lands administered by a non-Interior agency are 
involved) r*,ust clearly support that leasing, even with a NSO sclpu- 
lation,, is not ia the public intareet. The justification nuat be 
suhstentive an2 site 8FCCif:C. Ordinarily, adequate justification 
should not be ,poasiblt sirrce a NSO stipulation effectively prevsnts 
danage to-any resource8 or land vsluea.) Therefore, in virtually all 
CdS83, unless Isnds dre excluded from leasing by law, regulation, or 
are fomally blthdravn, ~p;llcents should at least be offered a hese 
with a NS3 stipulation. Obviously, a HSO stipulation should only 
be used a8 a last resort since B!J! is compelled by numrous ISLA 
decisions to comlder whether less restrlcclve stipulation8 vould 
su~flc2 to adcqudtely protect the public interest. With respect to 
acquired lands, plasse note thnc ths BLFl cannot choose t0 issue a 
lease with e WSO stipulation ii the surface managing agency (SU) 
ha9 dcnic2 mment ta L~Jc. TI,.=r=fult:, fur acquired Lands offers 
you should infor;! the SYJI if ar. applicant ie willing to accept a 
lease with 8 KS0 stipulation 3.9 request the WA to rcconslder its 
denial of consent. 

2. If leeelng in an area is dctcnined to not be in the public interest 
even with use of a KS0 stfpulction, consldatation should be given to 
formally vithdraving the lands inv.5lved. The aLsmpCi0~ kiq that 
any aree with =sourc0s ot values ixportgnr er.ough to substantiate 
rejection of C lease offer should 3190 be capable of meeting the 
criteria necessarjr to cflsct a vlttidrnwal if such action were to te 
proposed. 



2 

In bucuaary, the only orcsa that ara not opn co aoac fora of oil and paa 
lesslng should k ,thosi‘.c,loasd by legislation or regulation, or‘ thbsc 
incIudad in or considerad, eligible for a focal withdrawal. Even though 
the Secretary has the aukA3ri t)- to reject a l.casC epplicat?oa, such a 
rc jaction wet be based on teasocs ar.d must have conaidcred altenatioca 
up to and inch?ing iwsuarrce 0 f 8 laast with o NSO stipulation. As a 
matter of policy, no lease application should be rejected without first 
asking the appllcaqt i’ a XSn otipulatad lease uould be acceptable. 

Coamcnes ar,d questions ‘cYneerning this 1ns:ructlon Henorandua should be 
dIrcc:ed to r\atl Duccher, ES 653-21117. 

ti 

+f 

b 
Ireh 

Asaoclnte lrector 

1 Exlbsure 
Encl. 1 - Decision-ZvLert G. L~IX (76 13LA 383) of 

October 27, 1383 (L pp> 



IN REPLY REFER TO: 

United States Department of the Interior 

OFFICE OF HEARINGS AND APPEALS 
LhTERlOR BOARD OF U’D APPEALS 

4015 WON BOULEVARD 

ARLINGTON, .~IRGINIA 22203 

WBERTG. LYNN 

IBLA 82-912 Decided October 27, 1983 

Appeal fran decision of California State Office, Bureau of Lard Manage- 
inent, rejecting noncunpetitive oil arkd gas lease offer in part. CA 9929. 

Set aside ard znarded. 

1. Oil and Gas Leases: Discretion 'a Lease 

The Secretary has discretion to reject an offer to 
lease public lands for oil ard gas exploration upon 
a detezxination supprted Sy facts of record that 
leasing is not in the public interest because it 
is not consistent with the daracter of lard clas- 
sified as an outstandi‘ng natural area under 43 CCi? 
Subpart 8352. 

2. Oil and Gas Leases: Discretion to Lease 

hhere an offeror wishes 'a accept an oil and gas lease 
subject to a no surface occdpmcy stipulation, it is 
error to reject his offer to lease public lands where 
the record does not show consideration was given to 
whether issuance of such a lease was in the public 
interest. 

WP%RAKES: John F. Shepherd, Esq., Washington, D.C., for appellant; 
Lawrence A. McHenry, Esq., Office of the Solicitor, Riverside, California, 
for Bureau of Larrl Wxge=nt. 

OPINICN BY AIxINIST!?kTIvE JUDZS AIWESS 

Prkert G. Lynn appeals fron a decision of t!!e California State Office, 
Bureau of ~3rd ?%anage.~nt (BU!), dated Kay 11, 1982, rejectirg in part his 
nonconpetitive oil ard gas lease offer CA 9929. On May 15, 1981, appellant 
filed an application for 6,936.53 acres of lard in T. 13 S., R. 17 E., 
San Bernardino meridian, California. On May 11, 1982, BLV rejected so much 
of appellant's lease offer as was located in L!e tigodones knes Outs~Z&inc; 
Xatural iArea. T5e decision rejecting appall ,ant's offer explains the patiial 
rejection: 
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A Fortion of the lands selected within this township 
are included in the Algcdones Dunes Outs&&ing Natural Area. 
These lands have been set.aside as an outstanding natural area 
to preserve and protect tkeatened and endangered plant and ani- 
mal sscies in accordance with the Endangered Spa&&Act of 1973. 
The lands included in this area are northeasterly of the Coachella 
Canal tight-of-Way, southwesterly of the Niland Glamis County Road 
and north of State Highway 78. The issuance of an oil and gas 
lease under the Act of February 25, 1920, is a matter completely 
within the discretion of the Secretary of the Interior. Haley v. 
Seaton, 281 F. 2d 620 (D.C. Cir. 1960). Under the circumstances 
described above, it apwars the proper exercise of the discretion- 
ary authority is to reject that portion of offer CA 9929 within 
the Algodones Dunes OkXanding Natural Area. Accordingly, the 
offer is rejected as to the lar& selected within the area 
described above. 

Appellant represents that he holds an oil and gas lease adjacent to 
the rejected lands which would permit him to use directional drilling to 
explore and develop the rejected portion of his lease offer without surface 
entry onto t-he outstanding natural area. He seeks issuance of a lease with a 

"no surface occupancy" provision, and points to a prior environrental assess- 
ment reprt (EAR), dated September 1981, which considered the protile effect 
of geothermal leasing upon the dunes area as a sqport for his contention 
that such leasing, espcially in his situation as described, is practicable. 
According to appellant, subsequent to the decision to reject part of aoxl- 
lant's offer wi'Lhin the Algodones Dunes, the area was designated a "wilderness 
study area" (WSA), pursuant to set tion 603 of the Federal La!! Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (FLPXA), 43 U.S.C. 5 1782 (1576). The record on appal 
establishes that BLN has not considered appzllant's desire to accept a no 
surface occupancy stipulation, nor has it considered the effect usn awl- 
lant's offer to lease of the WSA designation. BLY does appar to have 
considered the 1981 !ZAR, however, to reach the conclusion that oil and gas 
exploration would be inconsistent with the character of the area's use as an 
outstanding natural area. 

[l] The discretionary authority of the Secretary to refuse to issue 
oil and gas leases is not disputed. see Udall v. Tallman, 380 U.S. 1 (1963). 
The stated aim of the BLM decision toyject appellant's offer is to pre- 
seLve the character of the land in the dunes which has been Classified pur- 
suant to 43 CFR Subparts 2071 and 8352 as an outstanding natural area. The 
regulation directly applicable, 43 GET E352.0-2, provides: "(a) CUtStanding 

natural areas. The objective is to manage for the maximum amount of recre- 
ation use possible on outstanding natural areas without damage to the natural 
features that make the areas outstanding." 

In this situation, hwever, aqellant argues that issuance to him of a 
lease will entail no use of the surface bv his eqloration effort whatsoever. 
It is his position that BLY has not dcrnsi?ered the use of a no surface occu- 
pancy stipulation in this case, or has given the matter insufficient consid- 
eration, especially in light of the 1981 EA.?. which spacificaliy fOUn5 that 

exploration of the area for ceother;nal develonnt could not be entireiy 
excluded as a possible land use. 
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In a factually similar case, the Ward observed in Ida Lee Anderscn, 
70 IBL~ ‘259 (1983), that, where a lease of lands not wi'hdrawn from the opar- 
ation of the mineral leasing laws has been refused, the record of the BE4 
action should establish that BLY first considered whether the public interest 
could be protected by the use of reasonable stipulations to the lease. se 
also Mary A. Pettigrew, 64 IBLA 336 (1982). It is not apparent .frorn the 
record on appeal that full consideration was given to alternatives to outright 
rejection of appellant's lease offer. 

As was the 'case in Anderson, the I%? prepared for the Ala&ones Dunes 
area considers a number of possible alternative uses for the lands. In this 
case, BL! also prepared, for 'use with the EAR, a program decision option 
document which discusses three alternative actions: (1) unrestricted leasing, 
(2) leasing limited by stipulations restricting surface access and (3) no 
leasing. The EAR team r ecornnended leasing subject to reasonable stipulations 
restricting use according to the nature of the land leased. This rem&a- 
tion was not accept4 by the options document, which cornSined options (2) and 
(3), and reccxrnended the director close the lairis. affected by appellant's 
lease offer to leasing. This approach was adopted by the State Office. Arel- 
lant‘arques that the 1981 ZAP, which contemplated only geothemzl exploration, 
was not properly applied nor fully considered by EL?? when it decided to 
reject appellant's oil and gas lease offer. Appellant also contends a no. 
surface occupancy stipulation would adequately protect sensitive ani~zl and 
plant life within the area. He argues also citing Mountain States Leqal 
r'olmdation v. Andrus, 499 F. Supp. 383 (D. h?o. 1980), that rejection of his 
iease offer under t&e circastances of this apTal is iiiproper because there 
was not cmpliance with the provisions of section 204 of' EYEA, U.S.C. 
S 1714 (1976), respectih; withdrawal procedures. Finally, he contetis 
leasing of the dunes is permitted despite the WSA designation of the land in 
controversy as an area Yprospectively valuable" for oil and gas. If this 
be so, a no surface occupancy lease could te issued for the tract, accordirxg 
to appellant's argument, pursuant to BLY Instruction Memrandum No. 83-237 
dated January 7, 1983, as changed January 19, 1983. 

(21 Appellant correctly contends 3LY should have ccnsidered the 
possibility of leasing the land included in the rejected portion of his 
offer under a no surface occupancy lease. As he points out in his 3rief 
at pages 7 through 10, t5e 1981 geothermal EXI dxs n@t entirely suprx>rt the 
BLY decision to reject appellant's lease offer, and is not entirely relevaint 
to his offer, sine it does not address the effects of oil and gs explora- 
tion. At best it can be said the EAR does obseme at page 8 the similarity 
'between the exploration methods used for oil 2nd gas ak! qeothermal opera- 
tions. Since rejection of a lease offer is m3re severe than would be the 
xxst restrictive special stipulations made to protect the environxnt, the 
record here should show that !3L,M has first considered the use of stipulations 
to protect the public interest. Robert P. Kunkel, 41 IBL,& 77 (1979). The 
record dces not show that BLY considered appellant's expressed wish to accept 
a nc surface occupancy lease, nor does it indicate how the findings of the 
'a01 zeot!!er;r,al SQ, would be inconsistent wit!! such a lease. -dv Clearly, also, 
CL? has not considered the effect of designation as a WS.4 of the Alqodones 
?Lnes upon ap-@llmt'S situation. rjnder the circsnstances, the zatter is 
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referred to BIM for further evaluation of ap_Dellant's 

l3I.A 

offer 
this decision. See, e.g., Western Interstate Enerq, Inc., 
(1983). 
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in the light cf 
71 IBLA 19 

Accordingly, pursuant to the authority delegated to the Board of Lard 
Pqeals by the Secretary of the Interior, 43 CFR 4.1, the decision appealed 
f&n is set aside ax-d rernarxkd for further consideration consistent with &&is 
opinion. 

/ 
Franklin D. Amess 
ministrative Judge 
Alternate Merrber 

We concur: 

lAJ&czz. 
Will A. I& 
Akninistrative Judge 

* & * . 
trNle Poitiexter Lewis 
ministrative Judge 
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